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( ) Draft (X) Final Environmental Statement 
1. Type of Action: () Administrative (x) Legislative 
2. Brief description of Action: The National Park Service, U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior, proposes a plan for the establishment of a wilderness 
area in Cedar Breaks National Monument consisting of 4,830 acres of Federal 
land, 78.5 percent of the monument. 
3. Summary of Environmental Impact and Adverse Environmental Effects: 
Environmental impact is discussed in terms of ecological, social, and 
economic considerations. The principal benefit of the proposal is that 
of additional legislative protection of the natural environment. Some 
of the adverse effects are: restrictions on backcountry facility develop-
ment and restriction on local water resources development (Ashdown Gorge 
Project). 
4. Alternatives considered: 
a. No wilderness classification c. More wilderness 
b. Less wilderness (1) 5,300 acres of wilderness 
(1) 4,370 acres of wilderness 
(2) 4,430 acres of wilderness 
(3) 4,600 acres of wilderness 
(4) 4,730 acres of wilderness 
5. Comments have been requested and received* from the following Agencies: 
*Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Department of Agriculture 
*Forest Service 
Soil Conservation Service 
Department of Army 
*Corps of Engineers 
Department of Commerce 
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Department of the Interior 
*Bureau of Indian Affairs 
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*Bureau of Reclamation 
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*Federal Power Commission 
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*State Historic Preservation 
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Governments 
Iron County Planning Zoning 
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Kane County Commissioners 
6. Date statement made available to CEQ and the public: Draft: 11/29/76 
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I. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 
A. Proposed Action 
Cedar Breaks National MOnument is a 6,154-acre natural area in southern 
Utah that was established August 22, 1933, (48 Stat. 1705) by Presi-
dential Proclamation, to preserve a huge natural amphitheater eroded 
into the varigated Pink Cliffs (Wasatch Formation), which are 2,000 
feet thick at this point. The National Park Service proposes that 
4,830 acres of the monument (78.5 percent) be 1.ncluded in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System under provisions of Public Law 88-
577 of September 3, 1964 (Pages 6, 7, and 8). 
The recommendation for designation of the Cedar Breaks Wilderness 
Area shall become effective only is so provided by an Act of Congress. 
The designated area shall be administered in accordance with the 
provisions of the Wilderness Act governing designated areas (Appendix 
A) and guidelines of the Department of the Interior (Appendix B). 
As shown on page 7, the proposed 4,830-acre Cedar Breaks wilderness 
comprises nearly all of the land area making up the natural amphi-
theater of "breaks." Its longest axis, north to south, spans a distanc 
of about 3.8 miles. The proposed wilderness varies in width from 
about 2 to 2.5 miles. The rim of the amphitheater forms a natural 
boundary for all of the proposed wilderness along its east and south 
sides. 
A portion of the area south of the Wasatch Ramparts is not included 
within the proposed wilderness. This area of the monument contains 
the few small watercourses and a spring that provides the water supply 
for the Point Supreme developed area. The waterline for this system 
traverses part of this area. 
Significant natural features within the proposed Cedar Breaks wilder-
ness include numerous ridges, cliffs, spires, canyons, and eroded 
formations comprising the "breaks." Also of importance are the several 
fine stands of bristlecone pines found throughout the area. Landmarks 
such as The Highleap and The Bartizan are dominant in the amphitheater . 
The proposed wilderness area is not a large land mass; it is neverthe-
less very compact, has retained its primeval character, and contains 
outstanding geological features of scientific and scenic value. 
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Potential actions in Cedar Breaks with and without wilderness designation. 
Potential 
Action 
Human access 
Permanent improvements 
Permanent human habitation 
Management 
Sport hunting 
Visitor Use Structures 
and Facilities 
Commercial Services 
Roads and Utilities -
Structure and Installation 
Wilderness 
Designation 
Horseback and foot travel 
No 
No 
Minimum tool, equipment 
or structure for safety 
of wilderness traveler 
or protection of wilder-
ness area. Permits 
patrol cabins, pit toilet, 
temporary roads, spraying 
equipment, hand tools, 
fire fighting cache, 
fencing, and controlled 
burning. 
In emergency, aircraft, 
motor boats and motorized 
vehicles may be used. 
None 
Minimum necessary for 
health and safety of 
visitors and protection 
of wilderness. 
Pit toilet, fire ring 
of natural materials, 
tent sites. 
No grazing. 
No mining. 
No roads. 
Structures, installations 
and utility lines must be 
removed. 
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No Wilderness 
Designation 
Motorized travel 
Yes 
Yes 
Motorized equipment, 
permanent buildings, 
modern toilets, roads, 
motorized construction 
equipment. 
None 
Fire grills, flush 
toilets, cabins, 
running water. 
No grazing. 
No mining. 
Roads, structures, 
installations and 
utility lines are 
permitted. 
fotentia1 
Action 
Trails 
Research 
Yes 
Wilderness 
Designation 
Temporary installations 
permitted. 
B. Guidelines for Wilderness Proposals 
No Wilderness 
Designation 
Yes 
Permanent 
installations. 
Departmental guidelines for wilderness proposals provide specifically for 
the actions identified in the chart above. These guidelines also provide 
that areas being studied for wilderness designation should not be excluded 
solely because they contain: hydrologic devices that are necessary for 
the monitoring of water resources outside of th~ wilderness area; lakes 
created by water development projects if these lakes are maintained 'at a 
relatively stable level and the shoreline has a natural appearance; or 
underground utility lines. Since these specific facilities are not found 
within the area being studied at Cedar Breaks National Monument, these 
provisions would not have application within this area. See Appendix B 
for full text of the Departmental guidelines for wilderness proposals. 
C. Location 
cedar Breaks National Monument is in southwestern Utah. (Page 6) 
The monument is reached via Utah-14, 27 miles from U.S. 89 at Long Valley 
Junction, and 23 miles from Interstate 15 at Cedar City. It can also be 
reached via Utah 143, 14 miles from Parowan, and via County Collector Road 
38, 33 miles from Panguitch Highway 89. 
The monument is surrounded by land in Dixie National Forest, except for 
small parcels of private land on the east boundary. 
Zion National Park is 89 miles away via Cedar City and Interstate 15, or 
73 miles via Long Valley Junction and U.S. 89; Bryce Canyon National Park 
is 65 miles to the east. 
D. Timing 
On April 28, 1971, the President recommended to the Congress designation 
of 4, 370 acres of land for wilderness in Cedar Breaks National Monument. 
This recommendation was modified by the President and a wilderness 
recommendation of 4,830 acres was submitted to conform with current 
guidelines of the nepartment of the Interior and the Congress. 
Congress will determine the timeframe for consideration by the Congress 
and enactment, if any. Once designated as wilderness, land will be 
administered in accordance with the Wilderness Act of 1964. 
E. Purpose 
The purpose of this action is to recommend to the Congress lands in Cedar 
Breaks National Monument that qualify for designation and administration 
as wilderness under provisions of the Wilderness Act of 1964. 
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F. Interrelated Projects 
1. Status of National Park Service Wilderness Proposals in Utah: 
Section 3(c) of the Wilderness Act directs the Secretary of the 
Interior to review every roadless area of 5,000 contiguous acres 
or more within units of the National Park System under his juris-
diction on September 3, 1964. After his review, the Secretary 
reports to the President as to the suitability or nonsuitability 
of each area for preservation as part of the wilderness system. 
A total of 67 National Park System units throughout the United 
States require review under provisions of the Wilderness Act. 
Recommendations for 56 of these were required to be submitted 
to Congress by September 3, 1974. This deadline was met. Wilder-
ness studies of the National Park Service units remaining are 
to be completed by various times after September 1974. 
The following indicates the status of proposals in the State of 
Utah: 
Canyonlands National Park: The preliminary wilderness proposal 
recommends 250,700 acres of a total park area of 337,570 acres 
be designated as wilderness with an additional 24,110 acres con-
sidered as a potential wilderness when nonconforming uses or 
ownerships are terminated. 
Dinosaur National Monument: The wilderness proposal recommends 
165,341 acres of a total park area of 211,050 acres be designated 
as wilderness with an additional 10,274 acres proposed as potential 
wilderness when nonconforming uses are terminated. 
Capitol Reef National Park: The preliminary wilderness proposal 
recommends 181,230 acres of a total park area of 241,865 acres be 
designated as wilderness with an additional 1,810 acres considered 
as potential wilderness addition as they qualify. 
Arches National Park: The preliminary wilderness proposal recommends 
39,690 acres of a total park area of 73,379 be designated as wilder-
ness with an additional 22,370 acres considered as potential wilder-
ness when nonconforming uses are terminated. 
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Zion National Park: The wilderness proposal recommends 120,620 
cres of wilderness and 9,040 acres of potential wilderness 
:ddition. The total park area is 146,552. 
Bryce Canyon National Park: The wilderness proposal recommends 
21 ,520 acres of a total park area of 37,277 acres be designated 
as wilderness. 
2. Ashdown Gorge Project 
The primary purpose of the project is flood and sediment control. 
Heavy rains in the Coal Creek drainage pose potential flooding to 
Cedar City and surrounding areas. Water from this drainage used 
for irrigation is deemed of low quality because of the high level 
of sediments carried in the water. 
Comprehensive studies by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's 
Soil Conservation Service show that physical structures on Coal 
Creek (Ashdown Gorge Project) for these purposes are not presently 
economically feasible. Under current prerequisites, any dam in 
this area would be required to have the capacity for impounding 
5,000 acre feet of sediment over a 100-year period and allow only 
1% chance of flooding in 100 years. These requirements would 
necessitate a dam of approximately 240 feet in height built at a 
cost of two to five million dollars, up to four miles downstream 
from the monument. 
Alternate plans have been considered. Currently the Soil Conservation 
Service and Corps of Engineers are exploring the possibility of 
sediment control structures and setback dikes on the area of the 
stream that passes through Cedar City. A proposal has been considered 
for locating a dam at the mouth of Coal Creek, just east of Cedar City 
but with an approximate cost of 10 to 14 million dollars. This has 
also been deemed economically infeasible. 
At present time no plan has been able to meet requirements and 
still remain economically acceptable. 
3. Alunite Mine and Processing Plant Complex 
An alunite mine and processing plant is contemplated for Beaver 
County, Utah, about 62 miles northwest of Cedar Breaks National 
Monument, with construction to begin in 1978 with an initial work 
force of 150 men. The number of construction jobs will increase 
to a peak of 1,800 in early 1978 and will then decline to a level 
of 400 in early 1980 when the construction phase will be completed. 
Operations will begin in early 1980 and will reach full initial 
capacity by the second quarter of 1981; the operating work force 
at capacity will be 1,000. In addition to employment at the mine 
and mill, it is estimated that an additional 1,600 jobs will be 
created by late 1981 in the project area as a result of the pro-
Posed action. 
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Based on population multipliers of 2.68 for operating and indirect 
employment and 1.80 for construction employment, a total popu~ation 
increase of about 7,000 is estimated for the project area. About 
90 percent of this increase (6,300) will be in Beaver County, 
while the remaining 10 percent (700) will accrue to Iron County. 
This represents a 166 percent increase in population for Beaver 
County and a 6 percent increase in population for Iron County. 
It is expected that the largest part of the population increase 
will be in Milford, implying ~bout a 4-fold increase in the present 
size of the community. 
The increased population, especially in the Milford area of Beaver 
County, will result in increased demands for a variety of public 
services, including increased demands on the public school system, 
increased demands for health services, and a need for expansion of 
law enforcement personnel and facilities. 
The proposed action has significant implications for the national 
economy. The increased domestic alumina production will reduce 
dependence on foreign suppliers and thus has strategic importance. 
The alumina output will also have a net positive effect on the 
United States balance of payments of between $20 and $50 million 
dollars depending on the level of output. Triple superphosphate 
and potash fertilizer production will contribute towards an easing 
of the shortage~ and price increases that have characterized that 
industry for the past two years, and will make available fertilizer 
materials for several million acres of farmland. 
4. Kaiparowits Power Project 
In April 1976, the applications for Federal permits to produce 
electricity with a coal-fired plant were cancelled by the companies 
involved. There is, however, the possibility of renewed interest 
at a later date, or in other projects to make use of the coal. 
At this time, there are no announced plans for development of the 
Kaiparowits coal field. 
5. Warner Valley Power Project 
The site of the proposed Warner' Valley power project is located 
some 50 miles to the south of Cedar Breaks, near St. George, Utah. 
Present plans call for a 500-megawatt unit, with construction to 
start in 1980. Peak construction and operation would be a 900-
megawatt unit in 1983. Operation of the plant will require 100 
employees annually after 1984. 
In conjunction with the Warner Valley project, the Alton coal field 
some 25-30 miles east of Cedar Breaks, would provide fuel. Under 
the current development schedule, construction and operation emplo 
ment would use from about 100 in 1982 to a permanent force of 
about 700 in 1988. These employees, families and resultant support 
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ervices would be housed in Kanab and Panguitch, Utah, to a large 
s .. 
extent. Smaller commun1t1es - Alton, Glendale and Orderville -
would absorb some of the increase. 
6. Wilderness Study -Areas, U. S. Forest- Service 
The U.S. Forest Service has 15 wilderness study areas in Utah 
totalling 417,584 acres (map, page 15). 
7. Primitive Areas, Bureau of Land Management 
The Bureau of Land Management has 3 primitive areas in Utah. 
8. The U.S. Forest Service 
High Uinta Wilderness Proposal of 322.998 acres is now before 
Congress. 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
A. Regional Setting 
Cedar Breaks National MOnument is located in Iron County, southwest 
Utah (page 17). The nearest towns are Cedar City, Parowan, and 
Panguitch, Utah. Major highways near the monument are U.S. 89 and 
1-15. Utah State Highway 14 passes three miles south of the monument 
and connects the two U.S. highways. Direct access to the monument 
is by State Highway 143 and County Collector Road #38 from Highway 
89 at Panguitch. 
The monument contains 6,154.60 acres of Federal land. It was established 
by Presidential Proclamation in 1933. Public Laws in 1942 and 1961 
added some lands and deleted others. 
The monument is situated on the high Markagunt Plateau of southern 
Utah. Elevations along the rim of this plateau in Cedar Breaks 
National MOnument vary from about 10,30~ feet to 10,500 feet. The 
famous and gigantic multicolored natural amphitheater slopes generally 
to the west from the rim; it comprises the bulk of the monument. 
The amphitheater is steep-walled and eroded into fantastic shapes 
having a variety of color. The name "Cedar Breaks" has come to us 
by way of the early settlers who called .the junipers growing beneath 
the rim "cedars." The settlers of this region referred to the rugged 
country of cliffs as "breaks" or "badlands." 
Dixie National Forest surrounds Cedar Breaks National Monument, except 
for a small portion of private land on the east boundary. The primary 
land uses in the national forest are sheep grazing, recreation, along 
with a limited amount of timber harvesting. Brian Head recreation 
development is located about two miles north of the monument. Brian 
Head Peak, elevation 11,315, is the highest point in southern Utah. 
Navajo Lake is located 12 miles southeast of the monument. Recrea-
tional activities in this area include camping, boating, fishing, and 
waterskiing. There are extensive lava flows of recent origin in this 
vicinity. Panguitch Lake is located eight miles northeast of the 
monument. Some private land (over 45,000 acres) is scattered in 
parcels throughout the Cedar District of Dixie National Forest. 
Portions of this land have changed significantly in usage over the 
past ten years from summer grazing of stock to intensive recreational 
subdividing. Many summer homes have been constructed, and a ski 
resort has been developed two miles north of the Cedar Breaks boundary. 
The major access to homesites and the resort in through the monument. 
A campground with 30 sites is located one-fourth mile north to the 
Point Supreme Visitor Center. Campground use is variable due to 
fluctuating weather conditions, and has averaged 5,310 campers over 
the past five years (1972-1976 inclusive). 
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b'le use in the monument is increasing. In past years, a trail 
Snowmo ~ed along the Panguitch Lake road to North View and continued 
was ma~he main road to the north boundary. A survey of snowmobile 
along'll be made during the 1975-1976 winter to determine areas that 
use W1 b'l d" Th' il lend themselves to snowmo 1 e route eS1gnat10n. 1S tra 
best f b'l 'I k d' h d' D' , was a continuation 0 snowmo 1 e tra1 s mar e 1n tea Jacent 1X1e 
ational Forest. 
One adverse use is an access road within the monument which leads 
from the main Cedar Breaks road across park property to a l20-acre 
parcel of private land. 
Within a day's drive from Cedar Breaks are located the following 
areas administered by the National Park Service: 
Golden Spike 350 miles 
Zion National Park 71 miles 
Pipe Spring National Monument 109 miles 
North Rim, Grand Canyon National Park 153 miles 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 139 miles 
Bryce Canyon National Park 65 miles 
Capitol Reef National Park 214 miles 
Timpanogos Cave National Monument 261 miles 
Lehman Cave National Monument 177 miles 
Canyonlands National Park 315 miles 
Arches National Park 285 miles 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 234 miles 
Natural Bridges National Monument 311 miles 
B. Legislative History and Constraints on Management 
Cedar Breaks was established by Presidential Proclamation No. 2054 
on August 22, 1933. Public Law 486, 77th Congress, approved March 7, 
1942, provided for the addition of 465.81 acres, mostly on the west 
side of the monument. By the same Act, 115 acres on the northeast 
corner, containing a former stock driveway, were eliminated from the 
monument and reverted to the Forest Service. 
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By action of the Iron County Commissioners and the Union Pacific 
Railroad Company, the remaining 120 acres of private land inside 
the boundary were purchased and donated to the United States in 1947. 
Public Law 87-81, 87th Congress, approved on June 30, 1961, provided 
for the addition of 111.40 acres of land on the east side of the 
monument and deletion of 129.07 acres of land on the northwest corner 
of the monument. The deleted land reverted back to the Forest 
Service. The existing total acreage is 6,154.60, all in Federal 
ownership. 
Cedar Breaks is managed as a "natural" area in the National Park 
System. The National Park Service is "charged with promoting, 
regulating, and providing for the enjoyment, appreciation, and 
understanding of park resources and values by the people, and 
with prohibiting or controlling uses which could impair park 
resources or the visitor's enjoyment of them." (Management Policies, 
1975) 
C. Developed Zone in Monument (page 20) 
Of the 6,154 acres in the monument, 5,300 are considered roadless 
and 854 contain manmade developments. With the present topography 
of the monument, only 1,324 acres could be developed with manmade 
developments from a practical standpoint. 
Most manmade developments are on Point Supreme. 
Current development includes a Visitor Center (page 21) constructed 
from native materials (logs) and attached restrooms. A log cabin 
is used as a summer residence, and a concrete shop and a 4-unit 
apartment used as summer quarters. 
There is a 30-unit campground with paved access road, improved 
individual sites, and a concrete block restroom. 
Water storage tanks totalling approximately 90,000 gallons are 
located to the west of the log cabin. 
Two springs (Blowhard and Shooting Star Creek Springs) have been 
developed as a culinary water source. The springs flow by gravity 
to a pumphouse, and are lifted from there to the storage tanks. 
Two trails in the monument link Alpine Pond with a trailhead parking 
lot and the Chessman Overlook area. The second trail leaves from 
Point Supreme and continues some 1.5 miles to the Wasatch Ramparts. 
Roads include the 6.0-mile rim drive, .4-mile Panguitch Lake Road, 
and access roads to the campground, maintenance-residence areas 
and pumphouse. 
One private access road is still in use; a second has been closed 
but its presence is still evident. 
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D. Natural Environment 
1. Geology and Topography 
The portion of the monument being recommended for wilderness 
designation contains a gigantic natural amphitheater about 
4 miles long and 2-1/2 miles wide which covers about three-
fourths of the monument area. The steep, deeply eroded walls 
of the amphitheater are noted for their vivid colors - reds, 
yellows, and lavenders. Although the geology of the area is 
typical .of the Colorado plateau, the high cap of the Wasatch 
formation and the visibility of the Kaiparowits formation are 
found here and in Bryce Canyon National . Park. 
The geology is very similar to that of Bryce Canyon, both being 
eroded from the Pink Cliffs formation. Volcanic flows of Tertia 
age have poured from fissures in the eastern portion, also to 
the north of Cedar Breaks where Brianhead is a major example, 
just beyond the park boundary. 
The Wasatch limestone, of which the Pink Cliffs member is a 
colorful portion, was a limey ooze deposited in shallow Eocene 
lakes near sea level about 55 million years ago. As in Bryce 
Canyon, a general uplift in development of fault blocks occurred 
during the Miocene, dated somewhat earlier than 11 million years 
before the present. The Cedar Breaks amphitheater is an escarp-
ment facing westward, with rims on the north, east, and south. 
There are two northeast trending faults within the Monument. 
Erosion has produced ridges; ramparts and other shapes, although 
isolated spires are almost absent. The colors are claimed by s 
to be even more varied than those of Bryce Canyon. (See photogra 
page 8.) 
Elevations above mean sea level in the giant amphitheater range 
from about 8,000 feet elevation in the lower portion to about 
10,560 feet at the upper rim. (See page 20) 
2. Climate 
The climate at Cedar Breaks is that associated with a sub-alpine 
area. Summer temperatures range from 400 F at night to 75 0 F in 
the daytime. Winter temperatures are much lower, ranging from 
15 - 25 0 F below OOF. 
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3. !j.r Qua1it.Y 
air quality studies done in the monument. The 
There have been no most of the year. 
sphere is clear atmo 
4. Hydrology 
main source of water in the monument is from three shallow 
The . Blowhard Spring, (see pumphouse, page 20) Sunset Spring 
springds. t Sunset View Point, and Alpine Spring located at the locate a ) d the nature trail (page 20. Water from the impoundment 
pan onhalf acre natural impoundment. Water from the impoundment is one-is lost through seepage. Ashdown Creek, in the botto~ of the 
amphitheater, is fed by many small seeps and springs 1n the 
amphitheater. 
The main culinary water source is Blowhard Spring. 
Output varies to an excess of 25 gpm in the spring and early 
summer to as little as 4~ gallons per minute in late summer/ 
early fall. Shooting Star Creek Spring has an output of approxi-
mately 4~ gallons per minute with little or no seasonal fluctuation. 
This spring was tied into the existing collection and storage 
system in 1976. The two springs should provide more than an ample 
culinary supply. In addition, Sunset Spring, used in the 1930's 
as a water source for a CCC camp, has a supply probably equal to 
or better than Blowhard and Shooting Star Creek Springs. 
The rim on the canyon divides two drainage areas. The Coal Creek 
drains westward into Coal Creek Canyon and into Cedar Valley. 
The Sevier drains eastward into the Sevier Valley. Part of 
the eastern water seeps into the ground below Long Valley Creek 
and is believed to eventually merge in the Virgin River drainage 
area. 
5. Water Quality 
Some minor pollution from surface sources could be possible. 
Sewage treatment is through septic tank systems. Since some 
leach lines are in limestone formations, underground drainage 
could cause pollution. To date, there has been no evidence of 
water pollution. 
6. ~ 
The monument has two geologic formations - Kaiparowits, which forms 
the base, and the Wasatch, which forms the rim and cap. The 
amphitheater is generally rocky with steep slopes. It has very 
high erosion, and very low fertility. 
~e cap consists of moderately deep to deep, moderate fine to fine 
~xtured soils formed in residuum weathered from volcanic rocks. 
1 e Soils consist of gravelly clay loam, silt loam and silty clay 
oam, with moderate to high fertility and low erosion. 
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7. Vegetation 
The forest on the plateau above the rim of the canyon is predominantl 
Englemann Spruce and Sub-alpine Fir. It contains a luxuriant under_ 
story of wild flowers, nwarf Juniper, Wild Currant, Roundleaf 
Manzanita and other sub-alpine vegetation. 
Below the rim the dominant species are Bristlecone Pine, Ponderosa 
Pine, and Douglas Fir in scattered stands. Listed below are the 
major forest types with their associated species: 
Englemann Spruce: 
White Fir, Quaking Aspen, Dwarf Juniper, Wild Currant 
Alpine Fir: 
White Fir, Quaking Aspen, nwarf Juniper, Wild Currant 
Douglas Fir: 
White Fir 
Ponderosa Pine: 
Roundleaf Manzanita 
Bristlecone Pine: 
Limber Pine 
No endangered species are known to occur in the monument. 
8. Wildlife 
Wildlife found in the monument ranges from the bottom of the amphi-
theater to the rim. Many of the wildlife species are found in both 
areas. 
Wildlife includes Clark's Nutcracker, Stellar's Jay, the violet-
green Swallow and white-throated Swift. Mule deer are the only 
large mammals. Marmot, weasel, badger, porcupine, red squirrel, 
ground squirrels, and chipmunks are common smaller mammals. Coyotes 
are seen occasionally, and rarely the mountain lion is observed. 
No endangered species are known to occur in the monument. 
Mule deer migration from the monument for the most part is to the wes 
toward the desert west of Cedar City, Utah. In some cases the mule 
deer have been observed migrating south toward the east side of Zion 
National Park. 
Fish can be found only in one place in the monument - Alpine Pond, 
a natural impoundment. Fish found here are an introduced species, 
Brook Trout. 
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9. ~sthetics 
visitor approaching the monument sees only what appears to be 
A ntly rolling, boulder-strewn meadow accented here and there 
8 g:slands of spruce-fir forests. It is, then, rather startling 
by ~ehold the immense , brilliantly hued, eroded amphitheater which 
~kes up 77 percent of the land area of the monument. This abyss 
lunges 2,000 feet down from the western edge of the Markagunt 
PlateaU, which is generally 10,000 feet in elevation. Within the 
Pteep-walled ravines of this amphitheater, the forces of nature 
~8ve sculptured enchantingly beautiful spires, arches and other 
configurations in the multicolored limestone. 
The remaining acreage lies above and beyond the amphitheater, and 
it typifies the sub-alpine meadow in climate and in vegetation. 
Forests of Englemann Spruce, Quaking Aspen and Alpine Fir predominate 
on the rim; below it Ponderosa Pine and Douglas Fir abound. The 
relic stands of Bristlecone Pine in Southern Utah, as particularly 
well exhibited in Cedar Breaks, fill a chronological niche between 
the most anci~nt Bristlecone Pines of the White Mountains in Nevada 
and California and recent Bristlecone reproduction. The oldest 
dated Bristlecone in Cedar Breaks is 1630 years old. 
10. Noise 
Noise problems within the proposed wilderness are thought to be 
insignificant in general. Vehicular noise should be present only 
along the eastern boundary of the area which borders Highway 143. 
The same applies to snowmobiles in the winter where the only feasible 
route is on the rim along the boundary of the wilderness area. The 
terrain of the amphitheater itself prohibits any type of vehicular 
use. 
Air travel over the area does produce a certain amount of noise. Both 
scheduled Air West flights and private aircraft pass over the wilder-
ness area but not to a degree where noise becomes a major problem. 
o other major source of noise is known to exist at this time. 
11. Historical and Archeological Resources 
It is likely that early man in the region used the breaks seasonally 
for hunting and gathering, and that he never established permanent 
settlements. Scouts sent by the Mormon Church explored this portion 
of the Markagunt Plateau as early as 1851. However, these pioneers 
w~re intent on finding and developing water sources, and this section 
°h the Pink Cliffs probably held little attraction for them. These 
~i~h:rds and cattlemen considered the badlands a nuisance, in all 
llhood, and were probably only mildly curious about them. 
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There are no known archeological resources in the area. 
"Cedar" was a misappellation (still common) for the local Utah 
juniper; "Breaks" referred to the vegetative and geographic change 
hence the name "Cedar Breaks" (signifying the end of the juniper 
cover and the remarkable rough, broken landscape) came into being. 
E. Monument Visitation 
Facilities for visitor use include a visitor center-museum, camp-
ground, picnic area, foot trails, and the rim drive with scenic 
overlooks. There are no visitor overnight accommodations at the 
monument. The rim drive is open from late spring to fall, with 
opening and closing dates dependent on weather and snow conditions. 
There is very little back-country use in the proposed Cedar Breaks 
wilderness due to the extremely steep and broken terrain. Also, 
there are no constructed trails below the rim, nor is it believed 
at present that there should be any, especially if they would be 
visible from the rim. 
Monumen~ visitation shows a steady increase with fluctuations on 
yearly visitation depending on weather conditions. The five years 
(1971-75) shows an average visitation of 273,336. Annual visitati 
ranged from 210,311 in 1973 to an estimated 360,179 in 1975. 
in 1976 totaled 415,587. 
Total annual human use of the amphitheater does not exceed 50 pers 
(1975). This is all day backpacker use. The typical visitor makes 
a one-day hike starting from the rim near Sunset View, and walking 
down through the amphitheater, and exiting through Ashdown Gorge to 
U-14. Only two or three groups will make this trip each year. 
There seems to be no increase in this type of use over the years. 
The trip described requires use of ropes in places. 
Visitors may hike the Wasatch-Ramparts Trail from Point Supreme to 
its terminus at an unnamed point two miles along the rim. Shorter 
trails lead to Alpine Pond and to a stand of Bristlecone Pine at 
Chessman Ridge. There are no developed trails into the amphitheat 
A very minor amount of fishing is done in Alpine Pond. Brook trout 
are occasionally planted by Utah Fish and Game Department. Due 
saall size and relatively shallow depth, the fish population is 
Fish can survive through the winter when conditions are ideal. 
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osed Cedar Breaks wilderness consists of the Ashdown Gorge 
The pro~ the amphitheater of the breaks. Extensive cliffs, steep 
area an d loose alluvial material make hiking and climbing hazardous 
slopes an Persons planning to traverse the wilderness country 
in both areas. i t r beforehand with a uniformed person. should reg s e 
biling is becoming an ever-increasing sport. However, travel 
snowm~ extensive into the monument. Most of the snowmobile traffic 
is nOter the monument follow the rim drive and, except for a few 
to ~nted places, do not see the proposed wilderness area. The noise 
i~Ot~e snowmobiles is seldom heard in the amphitheater area. Snow-
o bile use surveys are planned during 1975-76 winter in preparation 
~~r establishing a designated route through the monument. 
F. consumptive Uses 
G. 
1. Minerals 
There are no mineral rights reserved and no private surface or 
subsurface holdings within the proposed wilderness area. The lands 
within the monument are in Federal ownership with no outstanding 
mineral rights. Geologic investigations conducted 
by State and Federal Agencies and private concerns have identified 
no mineral deposits of significant value in the area. There is a 
possibility of small submarginal reserves of low-grade coal at 
depths of several hundred feet to a few thousand feet below the 
surface in the proposed wilderness area. If this coal exists, 
it is doubtful that it would ever be economically feasible to 
extract it. If the coal would ever have to be developed, it would 
probably have to be reached by drifts and shafts or adits sur-
facing to the west of the monument. 
2. Grazing 
No grazing has been permitted within the monument for several years, 
and none is proposed. 
3. Other 
There are no Indian rights involved and no outstanding water or 
access rights. 
Socio-economic Environment of the Region 
1. Regional Trends 
The five counties adjacent to Cedar Breaks - Kane, Garfield, Iron, 
Washington, and Beaver - have a total of 11,207,680 acres, of which 
1,521,891 acres are in private ownership. The remaining 9,685,789 
are in State or Federal ownership (Program Action, page 53). 
The major land use is agriculture. Iron mines in the Cedar City 
area, and a proposed alunite mine and processing plant in Beaver 
County, are significant uses of the land. 
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The five-county region is rural-small town in atmosphere. The 
1970 census shows a population of 35,224 for the five counties. 
1975 estimate by Utah Employment Security shows the five-county 
population at 41,900. 
Tourism, mining and manufacturing have become of primary importanc 
to the economy. Agriculture still plays an important role (Progr 
of Action, page 103). 
2. Recreational Opportunities in the Monument 
Recreation within the monument is generally restricted to the rim 
area, and consists of sightseeing and photography. The two t rails 
are fairly well used, and picnicking and camping are available. 
One of the area's great attractions is the resplendent summer 
wildflower display. 
3. Visitor Profile 
The bulk of the visitor traffic is from Utah, Arizona, Nevada, and 
California. The majority of visitors travel to Cedar Breaks 
during the three summer months, with significant travel in 
September and October, depending on weather conditions. 
June - August visitors are typically family units. Fall visitation 
tends to reflect travelers who are not restricted in movement by 
school-age children. 
4. Visitation Trends 
Trends in visitation show a continual increase. While yearly trav 
fluctuates depending on weather conditions, four out of the past 
five years, travel has increased. A five-year average (1971-75) 
shows 273,336 per year, with a low of 201,311 in 1973 and a high 
of 360,179 in 1975. Travel in 1976 rose to 415,587. 
Except for those using the campground, length of visitor stay is 
estimated at 2 hours. The only day use visitors to spend more 
time are those who take advantage of the trails. 
H. Cultural Resources 
There are no National Register properties in or adjacent to Cedar Bre 
that would be affected by wilderness; also, no Natural Landmarks . 
There are no known archeological resources. Funds have been requested 
for an archeological survey. 
I. Probable Future Environment Without the Proposal 
No wilderness classification would mean that management of the area 
would continue for the foreseeable future in its present state. 
Present management practices are directed toward maintaining the 
proposed wilderness areas in a natural state, free of manmade influenc 
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the present management, however, the possibility exists 
under ermanent st r uctures, facilities and provisions for vehicular 
that P might be emp laced by administrative decision. Such develop-
access th ·b·l· f· I d . . ould increase e poss~ ~ ~ty 0 env~ronmenta eter~orat~on. 
rue nt W I 
' ldernes s status wou d give greater assurance of protection from 
1 environmental impacts of visitor use facilities on backcountry 
the stems and would thus maintain the ecosystem in a relatively 
ecosy '.. 
na tural cond~t~on. 
Ge neral Management Plan is being prepared for the monument. ~roposals in the Interpretive Prostectus - Visitor Use Plan and 
Resource Management Plan, that have been completed,are consistent 
wi th the wilderness proposal. 
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
A. Impacts on the Natural and Cultural Resources 
The proposal will prohibit practically any man-caused impact on t 
soils, air, vegetation, water or wildlife within the area defined. 
There will be no effect on any known historical or archeological 
resources that may be in the area. Overall, the proposal will ha 
a protective impact on the natural and cultural resources. 
B. Impacts of Wilderness nesignation on Monument Visitation 
Experience in other areas has shown that wilderness designation ha 
stimulated visitor use when access and services are unimpaired by 
such designation. While future visitation may be expanded by wilde 
ness, the increase is expected to be minor (less than 10 percent). 
C. Impact of Visitation on the Wilderness Area 
The nature of the amphitheater is such that visitor use will be 
almost totally done by viewing the area. Only on very rare occasi 
will a party of individuals hike into the lower reaches of the 
amphitheater. Designation as a wilderness area is not expected 
to increase present usage. 
D. lmpact s on Park Management 
Since no developments are presently planned for the area and since 
it is already a management policy to provide for protection of 
the environment, only minor adjustments would be required in 
policy if it is designated as wilderness. 
E. Impact on Socio-economic Environment 
Concession operations (lodge and cabins) were eliminated at the 
end of the 1972 season in action not directly related to the 
wilderness proposal. This move had little effect on visitation . 
The concessioner is continuing to provide transportation out of 
Cedar ~ity and other visitor services are being adequately 
provided in nearby communities. 
The wilderness proposal will not involve the removal of any 
existing services nor preclude the development o.f needed services 
at sites suitable for such development. 
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· ce in other areas has shown that wilderness designation has 
EXper~e~ed visitor use when access and services are umimpaired by 
sti~Ud:signation. It is reasonable to expect a positive local 
sue ic impact from the establishment of the Cedar Breaks wilderness 
econOlD 
area. 
onument was established to preserve the scenery and natural resources 
The :se and enjoyment of present and future generations. Designation as 
f~~derness will reinforce and amplify this purpose, and its role in the 
:ocio-econamic environment of the region. 
F. Mining and Minerals 
o mining has been permitted in the m.onument, and none will be authorized 
after designation as wilderness. This is not viewed as a limiting factor 
in economic development since no mineral deposits of significant value 
have been identified, except for the possibility of small sub-marginal 
reserves of low-grade coal several hundred feet deep, and reachable only 
by drifts and shafts or adits surfacing to the west of the monument. 
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IV. MITIGATING MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION 
The primary mitigating measure at Cedar Breaks National Monument 1 
the exclusion of the already developed area in the rim area. Hen~ 
if further developments are deemed necessary in the future the 
constraints of the wilderness area will not be applicable in the a 
where development is foreseen. Other mitigating measures such as 
use of helicopters and mechanized equipment for emergency situatio 
are already provided for in wilderness management policies. 
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ANY ADVERSE EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED SHOULD THE PROPOSAL 
V. BE IMPLEMENTE D 
-
The possibility exists that presently unseen resources will be 
included in the wilderness area that will, in the future, be 
d emed as nat ionally significant. If this should occur, wilderness 
:nagement po licy may exclude the use of these resources. The 
mrovis ion tha t through legislative means the wilderness area can 
~e undesignated, mitigates this policy. 
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VI. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN'S ENVIRO 
AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 
The monument was established to provide protection of the natur 
environment and this natural environment constitutes the produc 
of the monument. The designation as wilderness further insures 
that this product will be provided on a long-term basis rather 
than a short-term basis. 
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VII. 
ANY IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES WHICH 
SHOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED 
There are no irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources 
as a result of this proposal. There are no known mineral deposits 
of value; if in the future, such deposits vital to national interests 
are found, they may be retrieved through the legislative process. 
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VIII. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 
A. No Wilderness Classification (Alternative A) 
Under this proposal, no land would be included in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System under provisions of the Wilderness 
Act of 1964. The 6,154-acre monument would continue to be managed 
as a natural area in the National Park System. Vehicle access 
would continue to be permitted along the paved road along the 
east corridor of the monument. ~xisting headquarters, visitor 
center, residences and maintenance area, pumphouse, picnic area, 
Sunset, Chessman and North View overlooks, and Alpine Pond, Bristle_ 
cone Pine and Wasatch Ramparts trails would continue to be available 
for public use. The huge amphitheater would be preserved in its 
natural condition for its educational, scientific and scenic values. 
This alternative would result in no impacts on topography, climate, 
air quality, water, soils, vegetation, wildlife, aesthetics, 
noise, archeological and historical resources. 
B. Less Wilderness 
1. Alternatives for less wilderness 
a. Designate 4,370 acres as wilderness (Alternative B) 
Four alternatives were considered for designation of fewer 
acres than the proposed action. These included the alternat 
of designating 4,370 acres of wilderness in a configuration 
similar to the proposed action except there would be a 
one-eighth mile buffer zone of no wilderness along the 
boundary in the western portion of the monument (page 37). 
This one-eighth mile wide corridor of nonwilderness would 
be provided for present and future management needs and 
to create a wilderness threshold. 
b. Designate 4,430 acres as wilderness (Alternative C) 
A second alternative for less wilderness consists of 4,430 
acres of wilderness. The configuration of this alternative 
would be similar to that of the proposed action but would 
include a buffer zone of nonwilderness one-sixteenth mile 
wide near the extreme western border of the monument 
(page 38) for present and future management needs. 
c. Designate 4,600 acres as wilderness (Alternative D) 
A third possibility for wilderness designation consists of 
4,600 acres to be designated as wilderness with a one-
sixteenth mile nonwilderness buffer zone along the northern 
western, and a portion of the southern boundaries of the 
monument (page 39). 
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Designate 4,730 acres as wilderness (Alternative E). 
d· f ~rth alternative for less wilderness would be designation Af ~ 730 acres as wilderness as shown on page 41. This 
°lte~native provides for a one-sixteenth ·mile wide buffer 
a e along the western and a portion of the southern boundary z~nthe monument, with a majority of the wilderness boundary 
~ fined according to straight line definitions from known ~ints. configuration of the proposed wilderness area 
Pould not correspond to natural topographic features and 
:ould be difficult to identify in the field. 
2. Background 
The following background information characterizes the four 
alternatives of lesser acreage presented above. 
a. Inholdings 
No water rights, mineral claims, grazing rights, utility or 
road right-of-ways, private or public inholdings exist within 
these wilderness alternatives. All land is in Federal ownership. 
b. Resources of the Area 
As the name implies, Cedar Breaks, is a high "break" or 
amphitheater formed by differential erosion of the Eocene 
pink limestone along the southern edge of the Markagunt 
plateau. Nearly 11,000 feet above sea level at the rim, 
the amphitheater contains outstanding examples of vertical 
joint weathering containing sculptured cliffs, colonnades, 
and spires. From rim to bottom, because of its protected 
bowl-like characteristic, flora and fauna cut sharply across 
life zones from Alpine to Upper Sonoran. It is not uncommon 
for large mammals such as bear or cougar to pass through 
the wilderness although it is not of sufficient size to 
afford any degree of permanent protection to them. 
Historical resources are insignificant with infrequent use 
by Indians and settlers. 
c. Past Nonconforming Uses 
Evidence of past nonconforming uses are insignificant. 
d. Management Programs and Facilities 
(1) Resource Management and Visitor Use Programs 
existing or proposed within the recommended 
wilderness zone. 
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e. 
(a) Access is possible only by foot, there being no 
roads. 
(b) Simple protection constitutes the program for 
resources management which will be in accordance with 
the provisions of Management Policies and consistent 
with wilderness preservation. 
(c) Because of the nature of the amphitheater, visitor 
use will be sightseeing from the rim - outside of the 
wilderness zone. An occasional intrepid party may venture 
into the lower reaches of the "breaks." 
(2) There is no development. 
Conformance with Definition of Wilderness 
The area fully meets the four criteria for wilderness as contained 
in Section 2(c) of the Act. 
3. Environmental Impacts 
The major difference between the four alternatives for less wilderness 
involves the size of the buffer zone between the wilderness area and 
either developed areas or monument boundaries. The larger the buffer 
zone, the smaller the influences developed areas within the park or 
future developments outside the park boundary are capable of exerting 
upon the natural environment of the wilderness. At the same time, 
however, any decrease in acreage of the wilderness excludes areas 
from the protection of the natural environment that wilderness provides. 
The four alternatives vary only in the areas they chose to include as 
buffer zones. Environmental impacts vary only in-as-far as to what 
area each alternative chooses to include as wilderness. 
c. More Wilderness 
1. Designate 5,300 Acres as Wilderness (Alternative F) 
a. Under this alternative, the entire 5,300-acre roadless area 
would be designated as wilderness (See page 43). Under this 
proposal the roadless area between the rim and the breaks of the 
monument would be included in the wilderness area. This is a 
relatively narrow strip of land. The portion of the roadless 
area south of the Wasatch Rampart contains a spring and water-
line which provide the water supply for the Point Supreme developed 
area. Management needs occasionally require use of power equipment, 
and motorized access is sometimes necessary to maintain the water 
system. 
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WILDERNESS 
TOTAL MONUMENT 
PROPOSED WILDERNESS 
Scale (Approx..) 3/16"= 1000· 
PROPOSED WILDERNESS PLAN 
ALTERNATIVE F 
CEDAR BREAKS NATIONAL MONUMENT-
UTAH 154 80014 43 II 28 ·75 R.M.R. 
, 
" , .. ~., 
• • • • 
ACRES 
ACRES 
Environmental Impacts 
b. --
h major difference between this alternative and the four 
!l~ernates for less wilderness and the proposal is the 
limination of the buffer zone between the monument road and 
ehe amphitheater rim. The bulk of impacts will be from travel ~n the road, and all of the trail system would be included in 
wilderness • 
All present and future facilities are or will be in the Point 
supreme area. 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION WITH OTHERS 
A. Consultation and Coordination in the develo nt of the 
in preparation of the environmental statement 
As required by the Wilderness Act, a public hearing was held on the 
preliminary Cedar Breaks wilderness proposal at Cedar City, Utah, on 
December 11, 1967. Notice of the hearing appeared in the Federal 
Register on October 10, 1967, and in local Utah papers on October 12 
and 15, 1967. About 35 persons attended the hearing and 18 oral 
statements were presented. A total of 153 letters were received. 
Of the agencies, private organizations, and individuals testifying 
or submitting written views, two of the 14 private organizations, 17 
of the 201 individuals, one public agency supported the preliminary 
wilderness proposal and one recommended consideration of local views. 
The public agencies and one individual acknowledged receipt of copies 
of the wilderness proposal. Twelve of the 14 private organizations 
and 174 of the 201 individuals favored wilderness with no specific 
recommendations. Two public agencies of Iron County and one indi 
opposed the establishment of a wilderness. The alternative proposals 
presented are described in the "Hearing Officer's Report" (see Appe 
and are discussed in Alternative F. 
Appendix D contains "Views of other Government Agencies on the Pre1 
Wilderness Proposal." 
After careful study of the oral and written statements received as a 
result of the public hearing and further consideration of management 
needs, only one revision was recommended. The width of the managemen 
zone paralleling the park boundary was increased from 1/16 mile to 1/ 
mile. A width of 1/8 mile was considered to be the minimum essential 
for present and future management needs. This adjustment reduced the 
preliminary wilderness proposal by 230 acres. This recommendation fo 
4370 acres was submitted to the Congress in 1971. 
In 1976, the recommendation was revised to include 4830 
to revised guidelines of the Department ' of the Interior 
Suggestions were received during the 1967 public hearing that would 
included all of the roadless area of 5,300 acres and in several ins 
additional acreage in the wilderness proposal as indicated' on Exhibit 
These additions were not recommended for the following reasons: 
The roadless area between the rim of the "breaks" and the montnnent 
is a relatively narrow strip containing visitor access roads to ove 
and other related facilities. These uses and facilities preclude 
management as wilderness. 
i n of the roadless area south of the Wasatch Ramparts contains 
A por~o and waterline which provide the water supply for the Point 
a spr egdeve10ped area. Management needs require the use of the power 
Suprem nt and access as necessary to maintain the water system. Moreover, 
equi~~eatch Ramparts provide a wilderness boundary based upon topographic 
the was 
features. 
f those in opposition to the establishment of a wilderness commented 
some ~he possible effect that wilderness designation might have upon 
upon water developments related to the Central Utah Project. Construc-
futur~f such development would be contrary to purposes for establishment 
t~O~edar Breaks National Monument as given in the Pres~dentia1 Proclamation 
of August 22, 1933 (48 Stat. 1705), and preservation pr1ncip1es in the 
Oct of August 25, 1916, establishing the National Park Service. 
On October 3, 1975, a news release was issued by the National Park Service 
announcing an environmental impact statement would be prepared on the 
wilderness proposal. A notice of intent to prepare the environmental 
impact statement was mailed to the following individuals, organizations 
and Agencies: 
Honorable Calvin L. Rampton 
Governor of Utah 
Honorable Frank E. Moss 
ited States Senate 
Honorable Gunn McKay 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Honorable Jake Garn 
ited States Senate 
Honorable Garth Jones 
tab House of Representatives 
Bonorable Dixie Leavitt 
tah Senate 
. Vern O. Hamre - Regional Forester 
.S. Forest Service 
b State Director 
reau of Land Management 
ea Manager 
h and Wildlife Service 
• Burton L. Carlson 
te Planning Coordinator 
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Neal Christensen 
Association of Governments 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Merlin Bishop, Supervisor 
Dixie National Forest 
County Commissioner 
Garfield County 
County Commissioner 
Iron County 
Chamber of Commerce 
Cedar City, Utah 
Bibliography 
House Document No. 92-102, Communication from the President of the United 
States Transmitting Fourteen Proposals to Add to the National Wilderness 
System (Part 12), Cedar ~reaks National Monument, Utah, U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1971. 
Administrative Policies for Natural Areas of the National Park System, 
National Park Service, 1970. 
Lew and Associates, Alunite: A Socio-Economic Analysis (Unpublished 
Report, Logan, Utah, 1974). 
Color Country Resource Conservation & Development (RC&D) Program of 
Action, January, 1974. 
i in the review of the draft environmental statement: Coordinat on 
B· ;..---
ber 10, 1976, the draft environmental statement was distributed 
Dec i
em 
s Agencies and organizations for comment. Comments were 
var oU . 
to d from the followlng: 
receive 
Geological Survey, U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Mines, U.S. Department of the Interior 
Federal Power Commission 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, U.S. Department of the Interior 
Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Federal Energy Administration 
Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army 
Governor Scott Matheson, Utah 
State of Utah, State Historic Preservation Officer 
Utah Department of Transportation 
Cedar City Corporation 
Iron County Commission 
Cleo Wood 
James L. Clark 
Sierra Club 
Wilderness Society 
Utah Environment Center 
Leonard Ashdown 
B. Vinograde 
Responses from 11 individuals indicated a preference for 
Alternative F. 
hsponses are provided for on the following pages. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
OPPICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
In Reply Refer to: 
EGS-DES-76/46 
Mail Stop 760 
Memorandum 
RESTON, VIRGINIA 22092 
JAN 11 1971 
To: Superintendent, Cedar Breaks National Monument 
~~dar City, Utah 
Throu90,'9~Assistant Secretary--Energy and Minerals 1)1~~ (..""~ ,,-,.,,_,l __ R . 
From: Director, Geological Survey JAN 1 't W7 
Subject: Review of draft environmental statement on the proposed 
wilderness classification at Cedar Breaks National 
Monument, Utah 
We have reviewed the subject draft environmental statement as requested 
in a memorandum of December 6 from your Regional Director, Rocky Mounta1 
Region. 
In addition to the coal resources mentioned in the draft statement, 
manganese has been reported from the vicinity. An investigation should 
be made to assess the potential, if any, of this metal. 
The document states that some leach lines of septic tanks are in limest 
formations and that consequently water pollution might be possible (p. 
23}. Because of the importance of the water supply, the location of the 
significant springs should be shown on appropriate maps as well as the 
location of facilities utilizing septic tanks. The statement should 
indicate the nature of the aquifers supplying water to the springs; the 
mention of the potential for pollution syggests that the springs might 
arise from cavernous openings or fractures in limestone or calcareous 
formations. Essential details of the quality of the ground water should 
be given to permit evaluation of its impacts on visitors; if the drinki 
water is treated, the nature of the treatment should be discussed. If 
mitigation of possible degradation-of-quality impacts is by periodic 
testing,this program should be discussed. We anticipate no serious 
adverse impacts on ground water as a result of wilderness classi-
fication for most of the area concerned; however, we believe that the 
~~ ~ ~ ti ~ (t ::c:  $~ " 
'''76-1910 e 49 
2 
nt should more fully address the impacts on the human environ- ] 
s ~at may resul t if exclusion is not made to permit adequate water 3 
lies for t he town of Tropic, Utah (p. D-14) and should propose :~~priate mi tigati on. 
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Response to U.S. Geological Survey Comments 
1. Utah Geological and Mineral Survey, Bulletin #37, February 1950, 
Geology of Eastern Iron County, states "In Eastern Iron County the 
rocks are mineralized only to a slight extent, some of the sandstone 
and shale contain .•. and small amounts of low-grade manganese . .. " 
Since no change is being made in legislative prohibition for mining , 
no manganese survey will be proposed. 
2. The springs are located approximately 4000 to 6600 feet away from 
septic tank leach lines. Blowhard Mountain spring is on a level 
with or above all septic tank facilities. Shooting Star Creek 
Spring is approximately 50' below septic tanks at a distance of 
4000 to 6200 feet from the tanks. 
Due to the distance involved and the lack of elevation drop, it is 
extremely unlikely that contamination would occur. 
The water is treated with sodium hypochlorite, and samples are 
taken biweekly and examined by State of Utah Health laboratory . 
Samples directly from both springs in 1976 showed no contamination . 
Biweekly samples of treated water have consistently been negative . 
3. Page D-14 is concerned with culinary water supplies from Bryce Canyon 
National Park to the town of Tropic, Utah, and is not affected by 
any action in Cedar Breaks National Monument. 
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120 .1 
Hemorandum 
tate epart nent of the Int rior 
~Cl.l MATtO , 
AS:HlNG~T()N • C • .1o . t\ 
JAN 211971 
To: Director, National Park Service 
From: Commissioner of Reclamation 
Subject: Draft Environmental Statement on the Proposed Wilderness 
Classification at Cedar Breaks National Monument. Utah 
(DES 76-49) 
We have reviewed the subject document and offer the following comments: 
1. Pajtes 11 throueh 14 - The interrelationships of those private and 
Federal developments in southern Utah should be presented 3S to how 
they would impact on the proposed Cedar Breaks National Honument. 
2. ~~~item 3 - The dates in the second sentence appear to be 
reversed. 
3. P'!.a!._lh item~. - ',[e suggest this discussion be revised to reflect 
the current development status of the proposed powerplant. 
4. Pages 2 , 31; Appenftix D, page D-22, item 3 - There appears to be 
a signlfi nt difference of opinion regartiing the value of mineral 
resour i in the proposed wilderness area. This needs to be 
clari fied . 
I CC: 
Superintendent 
Cedar Breaks National Monument 
P.O. Box 749 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
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Response to Bureau of Reclamation's comments 
4. Cedar Breaks is a small, though heavily visited area. Almost all 
visitation is day-use (30-unit campground is only overnight use), with 
an average stay estimated of two hours. If and when the Kaiparowits, 
Warner Valley or Alunite Complex, or any combination, are operational, 
Cedar Breaks will experience some increase in day-use traffic. It is 
felt that increased visitation would have a minimal impact on the monument 
in general. 
The energy related projects - Alunite, Kaiparowits, Alton, Warner Valley -
may have an effect on air quality for distance viewing from Cedar Breaks. 
5. Have been corrected. 
6. Revision has been made to page 13, item 4. 
7. There are no known mineral deposits within the monument or on lands 
adjacent to the monument which are of current economic importance. 
The area is underlain in part by a submarginal bituminous rank coal. 
The lands within Cedar Breaks National Monument are closed to mineral 
entry. 
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IN REPLY REFER TO 
United States Department of the Interior 1793 (U-920) 
Memorandum 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Utah State Office 
University Club Building 
136 East South Temple 
Salt lake City, Utah 84111 
To : Assistant to the Regional Director, National Park 
Service, Salt lake City, Utah 
From: State Director, Utah 
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Wilderness 
in Cedar Breaks National Monument 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft statement. We have 
the following comments: 
1. Some parts of the statement are not up-to-date. For example, 
because applications for the Kaiparowits Power Project (pages 13-14) 
have been withdrawn, lengthy discussion does not seem appropriate. On 
the other hand, the Allen-Warner Valley proposal is not mentioned, 
although it would be closer to Cedar Breaks National Monument and might 
t herefore have some effects on wilderness management if the project is 
authorized. Also, if the IIsurvey of snowmobile use (to be) made during 
t he 1975-76 winter ..• 11 (page 18, 1st paragraph) has in fact been made, 
t he results and analysis should be included in the statement. 
2. Minor errors and omissions on maps detract from their usefulness. 
For example, BlM primitive areas were omitted from the map on page 6, 
and the center of the concentric mileage rings i6 Zion National Park, 
rather than Cedar Breaks National Monument. The map on page 15 shows 
Cedar Breaks National Monument as being near Tushar Mountain, rather 
than As hdown Gorge. 
3. The section on water quality, page 23, is confusing. If the 
references to possible water pollution are in regard to present condi-
tions, they should be more definite, and include results of any sampling. 
However , this section could also be construed to refer to possible 
impacts if the proposal were implemented, in which case the statements 
should be in the environmental impacts portion of the statement. With 
regard t o impacts on water use and quality, the possible effects of 10 
percent increase in visitor use of the National Monument should be 
noted, including potential downstream effects, such as curtailment of 
wr'o Use. ~~ 
~ ~.-... ~ 
-; 1 E 
--, nc10sure ~ .~ Encl. - 4 extra copies of draft 
I~ ~ 8·'91~ 
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10 
11 
Response to Bureau of Land Management's Comments 
8. Kaiparowits statement has been modified. Statements on Allen-War 
Valley, Alton coal field and coal transportation have been added. ne 
9. There was no snowmobile use survey conducted during 1975-1976. 
10. BLM primitive areas have been added. 
rings have been changed to Cedar Breaks. 
and updated. 
Center of concentric mileage 
Map on page 15 has been corree 
11. Water samples are taken biweekly during the operating season. For 
the past three years, there have been no negative sample results. The 
water, rights to springs developed for culinary use are wholly under Feder 
ownership. During dry years, and with continuing visitation increases, 
all water will be used. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF MINES 
BUILDING 20, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER 
DENVER, COLORADO 80225 
Intermountain Field Operations Center 
December 21, 1976 
randum 
0: 
rom: 
ubject: 
Superintendent, Cedar Breaks National Monument 
P.O. Box 749, Cedar City, Utah 84720 
Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center 
Review of draft environmental statement, proposed wilderness 
classification, Cedar Breaks National Monument, Utah. (DES-76-49) 
draft environmental statement, covering a proposal to designate 4,830 
cres of the Cedar Breaks National Monument, Utah, as part of the 
tional Wilderness Preservation System, has been reviewed by personnel 
of this office. 
e discussion of the limited mineral ' resources in the proposed area is J 
dequate. Because mining is not permitted in the monument, wilderness 12 
designation would have no effect on that activity. Therefore, we have 
no comments on the proposal. 
k you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. 
56 
Response to Bureau of Mines Comments 
12. Thank you for your comments. 
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20426 
Lynn H. Thompson 
• 1 Director, Rocky Mountain Region iona 
tiona1 Park Service 
rtment of the Interior 
O. Box 25287 
er, colorado 80225 
erence: L7617 (RMR) CS 
Mr. Thompson: 
. . ~ . 
. ':.-0 -
This is in reply to your letter of December 6, 1976, addressed to 
commission's Advisor on Environmental Quality, inviting comments of 
, ..... \ ~ 7 
, .: , 
h Federal Power Commission on the draft environmental statement for the 
proposed wilderness classification at Cedar Breaks National Monument, Utah. 
The proposed action would involve the establishment of a wilderness 
ea in Cedar Breaks National Monument consisting of 4,830 acres of 
era1 land, 78.5 percent of the monument. 
These comments of the Federal Power Commission's Bureau of Power 
e made in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
the August 1, 1973, Guidelines of the Council on Environmental Quality. 
~ principal concern with proposals affecting land and water resources is 
he possible effect of such proposals on bulk electric power facilities, 
eluding potential hydroelectric developments, and on natural gas pipeline 
facilities. 
Review by the Commission staff indicates that the proposed action ] 
pparently would not affect matters of concern to the Federal Power 13 
ission. The opportunity to review this draft environmental statement 
appreciated • 
Very truly yours, 
c~u 'k..i.,(/Jy~ 
t; ~k L. Weiss ~~ing Chief, Bureau of Power 
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Response to Federal Power Commission Comments 
13. Thank you for your comments. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
PHOENIX AREA OFFICE 
P. O. Box 7007 
Ph<wnix, Arizona 85011 
January 4, 1977 
Memorandum 
To: Superintendent, Cedar Breaks National Monument, P.O. Box 749, 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
From: Area Director 
Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Statement on the Proposed 
Wilderness Classification at Cedar Breaks National Monument, 
Utah (DES 76/49) 
Notice of Negative Response 
office. J 
significant 14 
The subject environmental document has been reviewed by this 
It has been determined that the proposed action will have no 
effect on Indian lands, resources, or other interests. 
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• 
Response to Bureau of Indian Affairs Comments 
14. Thank you for your comments. 
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To: 
United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
randum 
AREA OFFICE COLORADO- UTAH 
1426 FEDERAL BUILDING 
125 SOUTH STATE STREET 
SALT LAKE CITY. UTAH 84138 
January 4, 1977 
Regional Director 
Rocky MOuntain Region 
National Park Service 
Denver, Colorado 
Fran: Area Manager U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Sal t Lake City, Utah 
Subject: Draft environmental statement-proposed wilderness classifi-
cation, Cedar Breaks National MOnument, Utah. (76-49) 
have reviewed the subject document, and find that fish and wildlife J15 
discussions of impacts are adequately presented. 
appreciated the opportunity to review and comment on this matter. 
62 
Response to Fish and Wildlife Comments 
15. Thank you for your comments. 
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IlEFER TO : 
E30 
United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 
MID-CONTINENT REGION 
MEMORANDUM 
MAILING ADDRESS: 
Post Office Box 25387 
Denver Federal Center 
Denver, Colorado 80225 
TREET LOCATION: 
603 Miller Court 
Lakewood, Colorado 
Telephone 234-2634 
J' 'liN . Ii _ I~~ 
To: Regional Director, National Park Service, 
Denver, Colorado 
From: Assistant Regional Director, Land Use 
Coordination 
1977 
Subject: Draft environmental statement on the proposed 
wilderness classification at Cedar Breaks 
National Monument, Utah (DES 76/49) 
We have reviewed the subject document and find that it 
adequately addresses the environmental concerns of this 
Bureau. 
a4-(~j~~0l 
Robert V~rkins 
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16 
Response to Bureau of Outdoor Recreation Comments 
16. Thank you for your comments. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 
P.o. Box 2417 
Washington, DC 20013 
intendent ~ Breaks Nati ona 1 Mo~ument 
ationa1 Park Servlce 
o BoX 749 
r City, Utah 84720 
Sir: 
8420 
(i)'~. " " ~ 
' . . 
ave reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement for the Proposed 
mess Classification, Cedar Breaks National Monument, Utah. 
Forest Service has no objection to the wilderness designation as 
sed. Since 1967, when the wilderness classification was first 
posed, the Forest Service has completed the inventoried road1ess 
study. As a result, Ashdown Gorge, Area No. 169, which is ad-
nt to Cedar Breaks is a new wilderness study area. We do not 
ny conflicts here. 
problem we see at this time has to do with the present management 
undary fences. When the monument was established, the Park Service 
ructed several miles of fence and maintained them for several 17 
. These fences have not been maintained for the past few years. 
is causing some concern to the sheep permittees using the adjacent 
st Service grazing allotments. 
are several misleading statements in the draft environmental 
Stl1~nt which should be corrected in the final statement as follows: 
I 
~age 9: In the column headed "Wilderness Designation," 
s the entry, "Minimum necessary for heal th and safety 
of visitors .... " The Wilderness Act of 1964 states, 
in Section 4(c), " ... emergencies involving health and 
slafety of persons within the area." (Emphasis added). 
n that an "emergency" is defined by Webster as "an un-fores~enll event or combination of circumstances, we must 
take lssue with the statement that "Minimum ... structure" 
~an apply to safety of the wilderness traveler. If the need 
s~~ a structure can be foreseen, the need cannot be con-
is ered an ~mergency. One of the benefits of wilderness 
te the physlcal challenge of meeting wilderness on its own 
rms. The exception in the Wilderness Act applies to 
66 
18 
• 
f' ~. , r .. I , 
rescue operations and the attendant use of motorized 
transport, if need be; not to structures. 
Page 10: Under paragraph D. Timing, is the statement, 
" ... to conform with current guidelines of the Department 
of the Interior and the Congress. II We are not aware that 
the Congress has promulgated "guidelines" other than 
those in the Wilderness Act of 1964. The statement quoted 
above misleads the reader by implying the Congress has a 
more "current set of guidelines. 
Page 11: A minor point, but the statement that the congressional 
deadline of September 3, 1974, for the President to submit to 
Congress the studies mandated by the Wilderness Act was met, 
is technically in error. The final studies were not forwarded 
by the President until December 3, 1974. 
Page 14-15: The listing and acreage of Forest Service Wilderness 
Study Areas needs revision. There are 15 areas totaling 
417,584 acres. Some corrections needed are: 
• Cheneta should be CheQeta. 
• Thousand Lakes Mtn. should be Thousand Lake. 
• Mt. Naomi is on the Wasatch NF (not the Cache) 
and the acreage should read 42,800. 
• Two additional study areas have been added 
on the Manti-LaSa1: 
247 Arch Canyon 
248 Hammon-Notch Canyon 
• Total should be 417,584. 
11,500 
20,000 
Lone Peak study has been completed with the Final Environmental State-
ment filed with CEQ on August 16, 1976, and by memo of October 18, 1976 
to Regional Forester, R-4, Lone Peak was removed from the list of 
wilderness study areas. 
Also, there is no indication of the pending High Uinta Wilderness 
proposal of 322,998 acres now before the Congress. 
We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this environmenta 
statement. 
~incerely, . /J l 
}'~~~" f/~~~i/ :t 
R. MAX PETERSON I 
Deputy Chief 
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9. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23 
Response to U.S. Forest Service Comments 
h U S Forest Service voiced a concern about the maintenance of T e .• 
ument boundary fences and the administration of sheep grazing 
m~~otments on adjacent National Forest lands. The National Park 
~rvice will enter into an agreement with the Forest Service to 
erroit the Forest Service and/or the grazing permittees to construct 
p nd maintain any fences necessary for the management of grazing by 
~he Forest Service on lands adjacent to the monument. 
Department of the Interior guidelines for wilderness proposals 
(Appendix B) carefully describe the criteria the National Park 
Service is to use when determining the suitability of an area for 
wilderness designation. Refer to paragraph "Visitor Use Structures 
and Facilities," page B-2. 
The text has been modified to read "current guidelines of the Depart-
ment of the Interior and the Act of Congress". 
Thank you for your comment. 
Corrections have been make. 
Lone Peak has been removed from the list of wilderness study areas. 
The text has been modified to recognize the High Uinta Wilderness 
proposal of 322,998 acres now before the congress (page 14). 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION VIII 
1860 LINCOLN STREET 
DENVER . COLORADO 80203 
DEC 1 7 1976 
Ref: 8W-EE 
D-NPS-J6l0l6-UT 
Mr. Earle G. Curran 
Superintendent 
Cedar Breaks National ~~nument 
P.O. Box 749 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
Dear Mr. Curran: 
The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the draft environ-
mental impact statement (EIS) for the wilderness classification of 
4,830 acres at Cedar Breaks National Monument, Utah. This document 
adequately addresses our environmental concerns, and we therefore 
have no specific comments to offer concerning this proposal. EPA 
believes that the proposed wilderness classification is proper for 
the protection of this unique natural environment. 
This EIS has been given a rating of LO-l, which means we have no 
objection to this proposal at this time. Please send us two copies 
of the final EIS as soon as it is available. 
Sincerely yours, 
~~ "~~ ,{'~'G~ V'? ' 
Regional Administrator 
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Response to Environmental p~otection Agency comments 
4 Thank yoU for your comments. 2 • 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
REGION VIII 
Superintendent 
REGIONAL OFFICE 
EXECUTIVE TOWER - 1405 CURTIS STREET 
DENVER, COLORADO 80202 
January 21, 1977 
Cedar Breaks National Monument 
P.O. Box 749 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
Dear Si r: 
This is in response to the National Park Service's Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) on the proposed wilderness classification of 
Cedar Breaks National Monument in Utah. 
The principal concerns of the Department of Housing and Urban Develo 
(HUD) are the effect of a proposed action on the urban environment, mo 
particularly the impact of housing affecting lower-income persons and 
consistency of such actions with the comprehensive planning for the a 
We feel that the draft statement does not adequately address these 
concerns. 
There is no indication that there was the required consultation with th 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) in determination of eligibil 
as required by Procedures for Protection of Historic Properties (36 CAR 
800). The Resolution of the Iron County Planning and Zoning, in which 
objected to your wilderness proposal, has raised a question as to wheth 
your proposal is consistent with the area comprehensive plan. To ans 
this question, the final EIS should address the effect of prohibiting 
the Seiver River diversion through your proposed wilderness area. 
It is difficult for us to assess your environmental impact when most 0 
the comments you received from other agencies are nine and ten years 01 
HUD recommends that your final environmental statement address more 
thoroughly the items of historic preservation, comprehensive planning 
and an updated project analysis from other agencies. We appreciate the 
opportunity to comment upon the draft 'EIS concerning the wilderness 
proposal for Cedar Breaks National Monument. 
Sincerely, 
£~"0) 7/4~C4Ld 
Robert J. M~chek 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
Community Planning and Development 
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In.urine Office. Vana, 
ea.per, Wyolllina. Denver, Colorado. Farao, North Dakota. Helena, Montana - Salt Lake City, Utah- SJoUS 
t Comments from Department of Housing and Urban Development ponse 0 
The proposed wilderness would have negligible, if any, effect on low 
5 e housing in the area. Housing is remote from the proposed area 
com ot legal and policy constraints, as well as topography and 
presceooditions, would preclude housing in the area. 
ther 
C ordination has now occurred. In a letter of December 27, 1976, St~te Historic Preservation Officer did not list any property on the 
tiona1 Register of Historic Places or in the process of being nominated. 
7 There has been no grazing within Cedar Breaks National Monument 
tnce 1948. There are no known mineral deposits commercially feasible 
hin or in the tmmediate surrounding area. There are no mining claims 
thin the monument, and the monument is closed to entry. 
re is no unappropriated water in the Sevier drainage, therefore, no 
ter can legally be diverted. 
ficia1s of the Soil Conservation Service have stated that the Ashdown 
Gorge Project is not feasible, being unable to meet criteria for silt 
ootro1, and economically infeasible for irrigation storage. 
8 With the circulation of the draft environmental statement, current 
nts are now available from various Agencies. No historic resources 
occur in the proposed wilderness area. Comprehensive planning by Federal, 
ate and local Agencies has been considered. 
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Advisory Counci 1 on 
Historic Preservation 
1522 K Street N.W 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Mr. Earle G. Curran 
Superintendent 
Cedar Breaks National Monument 
P. O. Box 749 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
Dear Mr. Curran: 
January 12, 1977 
On December 17, 1976, the Advisory Council received Mr. Lynn H. ThompSOD 
letter of December 6, transmitting a copy of draft environmental stat 
for the proposed wilderness designation at Cedar Breaks National Mon __ ~ •.• 
Utah. In our review of the documentation pursuant to the Council's r 
sponsibilities under Section 102(2) (C) of the National Environmental Pol 
Act of 1969, we noted what appeared to be somewhat awkwar~if not con-
flicting, statements on pages 26, 28 and 30, concerning cultural values. 
We have discussed these concerns with the appropriate National Park Se 
Rocky Mountain Regional Office staff and expect that the final environ-
mental statement will be clearer with regard to cultural properties, if 
in fact any do exist within the proposed wilderness area. 
Should you have any question~ please contact Farrell Copelin in the Roe 
Mountain Regional Office or me at (303) 234-4946, an FTS number. 
Assistant Director, Office 
of Review and Compliance 
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The Council is an independent unit of the Executive Branch of the Federal Government charged by the Act 0/ 
Odober 15, 1966 to advise the President and Congress in the {ield of Historic Preservation. 
Response to Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
29. Statements on pages 26 and 30 have been revised. 
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Superintendent 
FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION 
REGION V!II 
1075 South Yukon 
P.O. Box 26247, Belmal Branch 
Lakewood, Colorado 80226 
December 22, 1976 
Cedar Breaks National Monument 
P.O. Box 749 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
Dear Sir: 
The Federal Energy Administration has reviewed the draft environ-
mental statement (DES) on the Cedar Breaks National Monument/Utah, 
received by this office December 16, 1976. 
It is felt this document is well prepared and covers the aspects 
our agency looks for, that is, energy and mineral resources and 
environmental concerns. 
The DES mentions the possibility of uneconomic submarginal reserve 
of low-grade coal in the Monument, but with the abundance of 
economic, high-grade coal in Utah, this potential deposit appears 
inconsequential to the energy scene. It certainly is not worth 
the potential environmental damage its development would inflict 
on this National Monument. 
This document is acceptable as written. Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on this DES. 
Sincerely, 
~/.;t~~--
DUd1':\7e:. Faver Regi~al Administrator 
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Response to Federal Energy Administration Comments 
O Thank you for your comments. 3 • 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SACRAMENTO DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
650 CAPITOL MALL 
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95S14 
SPKED-W 
REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 
Superintendent 
Cedar Breaks National Monument 
P.O. Box 749 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
Dear Sir: 
This is in response to the 6 December 1976 letter from Mr. Lynn H. 
Thompson, Rocky Mountain Region, Regional Director, to the Executiv 
Director of Civil ~orks (Attn: DAEN-CWZ-C), requesting comments on 
draft environmental statement on the proposed wilderness classificat 
at Cedar Breaks National Monument, Utah. That letter was referred to 
Sacramento District for reply. 
The area proposed for wilderness designation is totally within the r~I .. -
Breaks National Monument. Such a designation appears to be consist 
with the need to preserve natural resources of the area. The Corps 
Engineers is making a reconnaissance investigation of a small flood 
control project, under the authority of Section 205 of the Flood COD 
Act of 1948, as amended, on Coal Creek at Cedar City, Utah. However. 
the project reach is within the immediate area of Cedar City and 
not be affected by the proposed upstream wilderness designation. 
We have no comments concerning the environmental and related cODBid.r.~. 
covered in the draft environmental statement, but appreciate the op 
tunity to review it. Please contact us if we can provide additional 
assistance. 
Sincerely yours, 
.£ ~tI~cI~ 
DONALD M. O'SHEI 
Colonel, CE 
District Engineer 
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Response to Corps of Engineers Comments 
31. Thank you f or your comments. 
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ScOTI M. MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 
James L. Isenog1e 
National Park Service 
Utah State Office 
125 S. State Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84138 
. 
Dear Mr. Isenog1e: 
STATE OF UTAH 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
SALT LAKE CITY 
February 9, 1977 
The Utah State Environmental Coordinating Committee has reviewed the 
Environmental Impact Statement for a proposed wilderness classification a 
Breaks National Monument and considers it to be adequate (comments attach 
However, the National Park Service's past, present and probable future man_ 
of most of the monument as de facto wilderness, coupled with local opposi 
wilderness classification, leads Utah to favor the alternative of no actio 
Local opposition centers around possible restrictions on future tour 
activity and on further development of the surrounding area if a legal s 
wilderness area was granted to the monument. Existing Park Service manage"l 
practices appear to provide adequate protection for the monument yet proy 
flexibility which might not be allowed if a wilderness designation is gran 
I would not want to rule out all wilderness area designations by my DOS',m 
in this matter, however, in this case it would appear that there is little 
from the proposed des'i gna ti on. 
~erelY, 
(, / , ' -" " ,/ / " ~~ ~ C"~ Governor 
SMM:JEK 
Attactvnent 
7S 
JAMES EDWlN KEE 
CHAUNCEY G. POWIS 
STATE OF UTAH 
Office of the 
STATE PLANNING COORDINATOR 
118 State Cap itol 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
(801) 533-5246 
M E M 0 RAN DUM 
----------
James Edwin Kee 
State Planning Coordinator 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, PROPOSED WILDERNESS CLASSIFICATION~ 
CEDAR BREAKS NATIONAL MONUMENT, UTAH 
FEBRUARY 3, 1977 
The Utah State Environmental Coordinating Committee has reviewed the 
ntioned document and considers it to be adequate. The Committee suggests 
e no action a1tern~tive (Alternative A) ;s at least as attractive as the 
sed action, particularly in view of known local opposition. 
Response to the Office of the Governor, Utah 
31a. Thank you for your comments. 
81 
'. '~.". " 
I' , 
.. 
.... . . 
STATE OF UTAH 
Calvin L. Rampton, Governor 
DeCember 27, 1976 
Milton L. Weilenmann, 
Executive Director 
420 State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
Telephone: (801) 533-5961 
. Lynn R: Thompson 
Regional DlIector 
Cedar Breaks National furn.m:mt 
tional Park Service 
RockY MJuntain Region 
P. o. Box 749 
Cedar City, UT 84 720 
Dear Mr. Thompson: 
RE: Draft Envirorm:mtal Statement Proposed Wilderness Classification, 
Cedar Breaks National Monument 
1here is evidence that sites exist in the area, but since a 
survey has not been conducted of the site itself our staff 
canrot COOIIent about the site. Al though, there is a high 
potential for sites in that area. 
Sincerely, 
~~rnww~~~rns 
~-{~~~-L.A~ 
Milton L. Weilenmann 
Executive Director 
and 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
:jjw 
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DU TRIAL PROMOTION TRAVEL DEVELOPMENT EXPOSITIONS STATE HISTORY FINE ARTS 
Response to State Historic Preservation Officer 
32. No ground-disturbing activities are proposed. In the event 
disturbances are proposed, archeological surveys will be made. 
J3 
UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
880 North Main 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
January 19, 1977 
Uni ted States Department of the Interior 
ational Parks Service 
Cedar Breaks National l>'bnument 
P.O. Box 749 
Cedar Ci ty, Utah 84720 
Attention: Earle G. Curran 
Superintendent 
Gentlemen: 
Director 
Blaine J. Kay, P.E. 
Assistant Director 
C.V. Anderson, P.E. 
District Director 
Alex E. Mansour, P.E. 
We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement for the proposed 
Wilderness Classification at Cedar Breaks National Monument. Our 
position does not differ from Mr. Henry Helland's letter of December 
1, 1967, which is a part of the draft and is labeled Page D-2l. 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this 
document. 
Yours very truly, 
1("/ 
t i (- ~/·//L , ', ,~ .. 
/l '- " (. " ~ .- " '---~" Alex E. Mansour, P.E. 
District Five Director 
cc: Sterling C. Davis, P.E. 
Sherman B. Jensen 
Response to Utah Department of Transportation Comments 
33. Thank you for your comments. 
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~edar ~ity ~orporatlon 
P. O. Box 249 . 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
January 8, 1977 
5 perintendant Earle G. Curran C~dar Breaks National Monument 
p. O. Box 749 
Cedar City, Utah 
Dear Superintendant Curran: 
Mevor 
KERRY JONES 
Councilmen 
ARLO B. LARSON 
F. GORDON SLACK 
ROBERT L. STRA nON 
JACK E. WHITING 
Dr. LESLIE BURBIDGE 
The draft environme~tal statement of proposed wilderness 
classification for Cedar Breaks National Monument has been received 
and read. 
Cedar City Corporation has future interest in water development, 
water storage, flood control and erosion control in the west and 
south-central portions of the monument. Because of that expressed 
interest Cedar City has no choice but to protest any wilderness pro-
posal and urges park management to consider alternative (a) No Wild-
erness classification. 
cc: Iron County Commission 
Parowan, Utah 
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Res pec t full y , 
34 
Response to Cedar City Corporation Comments 
34. Legislative constraints would preclude water development, water 
storage, flood control and erosion control in any portion of the 
~~u._ 
regardless of wilderness status. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
CEDAR BREAKS NATIONAL MONUMENT 
)OOQX~~ 
P.O. Box 749 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
January 11, 1977 
cleo Wood, Iron County Commissioner, in a telephone conservation 
~h me on this date, expressed opposition to the Wilderness proposal 
or Cedar Breaks, citing the water needs of Iron County, and that 
ilderness designation may hamper future precautions on future flood 
ntrol. 
Superintendent 
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Response to Iron Co. Commissioner Cleo Woods Comments 
35. Legislative constraints would preclude flood control within t 
monument. 
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PAROWAN, UTAH 84761 . 
Earle G Curran 
superintendent, 
Cedar Breaks National Monument 
P.O. B9x 749 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
Dear Earles 
Jan. 10, 1977 
On behalf of many of my constituents I wish 
H. DEE WHITE 
ASSESSOR 
JOAN W. WASDEN 
RECORDER 
IRA SCHOPPMANN 
SHIIRI,.,. 
HANS Q. CHAMBERLAIN 
• ATTORNEY 
to place in the record our opposition to the proposed 
wilderness desi~nation of the Cedar Breaks National 
~1onument • 
Along with the reasons mentioned by Governor 
Hampton, Commissioner Matheson, James C Sandberg and 
others, I feel that local management is much preferred 
to having authority moved to regional or federal levels, 
especially when it comes to fire control. 
The local management has been excellent ani since 
the designation of a wilderness would not effect the 
daily operation to any great extent, there is no valid 
reason to place ~reater restrictions on the area. ] 
And possibly limit future options should needs arise 36 
in the area of water developement and or flood control. 
I believe that authority as well as responsibility 
should be kept as close to home as possible. 
/ 
Sil')cerely yOl).r~ .'f' / ,-
f\"o.: · J / '/ 00'/ /~ 
'\ /J o~ <.. 0 .~ . . /l J/'// / /1,,' - -'-- ~o • L L " • t ___ 
IJames L Clark 
Commissioner 
Iron County, Utah 
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Response to Iron County Commissioner James L. Clark Comments 
36. Legislative constraints would preclude water development and fl 
control within the monument. 
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Comments Prepared for the 
National Park Service 
by Robert H. Hassell; Panguitch, utah 
on behalf of 
The Sierra Club - Uinta Chapter 
Pleased to be asked to comment on the wilderness proposal for I~ 
aks National Monument. This beautiful pearl of the Markagunt Bre 
. within easy reach of my home, and my visits to Cedar Breaks 
eau 1S 
he years have always left me impressed with the area's beauty and 
. character. I have led several hikes into the lower reaches of t1ve 
aks although certainly not along the route you describe in the re , 
Our route descended from the north boundary of the monument along 
Forest Service trail to the head of Ashdown Gorge, from which we 
ed into the Monument from the west. In the even the Ashdown Gorge 
erness Study Area (F.S.) is eventually classified by Congress and 
r~l improved, the beauties of this overnight hike will certainly 
more visitors to a hitherto rarely seen aspect of the Monument. 
review of your wilderness proposal and the accompanying EIS has 
nced me that the management framework for Cedar Breaks under which 
P~k Service is operating is indeed a good one. The Park Service 
ement of Cedar Breaks seems exemplary in every respect, and your 
erness proposal is no exception. I heartily endorse wilderness 
sification for every single acre in your proposal, and I hope 
ess can be convinced to speedily enact this bill as well as the 
erness plans for the other national parks in southern Utah. 
The statement is often made, many times by those who vigorously 
~se the National Park idea, that the National Park management authority 
ides sufficient proptection for park lands without a formal wilderness 
gnation. If one could somehow guarantee that our national parks 
d be well-managed in perpetuity then such formal desig~ations as 
erness would indeed be unnecessary. However, no human institution 
e counted on to function perfectly forever, and wilderness, at least 
all time frames, is not a renewable resource. Hence, we must, as 
as this generation is able, guarantee that the opportunities for 
~es in preserving wilderness are as few as possible. A legal 
erness deSignation, then, in a national park is one way of guaranteeing 
the integrity of the priceless natural heritage of our parks is 
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preserved. The proposal on pages D 19-20 relating to a planned 
of water from the Sevier River to Cedar City, as far-fetched as 
today, is just one example of the kind of thing which la.s. are needed 
prevent, and wilderness designation is one sure way to prevent Cedar 
Breaks from becomming a canal and reservoir. 
When the Sierra Club commented on CeQar Breaks wilderness in 1967 
we objected at that time to the exclusion from the wilderness proposal 
of a ~ - mile buffer zone around the north, west, and south boundarie 
We are glad to see that this boundary problem has been corrected, and 
support wholeheartedly the inclusion of all lands up to the boundar.r 
wilderness plan. We still believe, however, that all roadless lands 
the highway and the breaks rim should be included in the wilderness 
proposal. I am especially concerned that the area of the Wasatch Ramp 
not be excluded. The waterworks are not really a disqualifying featur 
motorized equippment could be used to maintain the pipeline even withi 
a designated wilderness because the facilities predate the establishae 
the wilderness. Hence, your Alternative F is the best of the choices 
open to us. 
Your EIS contains several mistakes which need correction. Your 
on page 15 purports to show all the potential Forest Service wilderness 
Utah, but it has some errors. First No. 200 (Tushar Mountains) is in 
wrong place, as is No. 169 (Ashdown Gorge). No. 169 should be where 
No. 200 is, and No. 200 should be north and slightly east of Cedar Bre 
The Manti-LaSal National Forest last year added Arch Canyon - Hammond 
Notch Canyon to the wilderness study list, and its location is very clo 
to No. 246 (Dark Canyon - Woodenshoe). Also, while the Uinta Primitiv 
Area isn't really a wilderness study arES, having already been "studied, 
but no wilderness list of Forest Service land is complete without it. 
I appreciate the open planning process engaged in by the National 
Park Service, and I commend you on the nice job you have done on this 
study. 
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Response to Sierra Club Comments 
37. Corrections have been made to page 15. 
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TIle Wilder/1ess Society 
January 8, 1977 
Mr • .-:J~.rle Curr?n 
Cedar Breaks Na tion::'. l ~.l o11ument 
F .O. Box 749 
Ced~r City, Utah 84070 
Dear Mr . Curra n: 
4490 South 1300 East, Salt Lake City, Utah 8411 
The Hilderness Society is cert 2. i nly cup . ortive of the Ce ~"ar Breaks 
wil derness classifica t i on a nd Draft Environment ~l St 2tement . 
Since 1967 t he Ced.2.r Bre ... k s pr'Jpc:::al h~.;:; i mprove d. , recognizing t ht>.t ~Jufr 
sones and large exclusions a r e n ot ne cessr ry f or management and, in fact 
h i nder the .:. nte ,_..,ri ty of the ·.:ildla n ds 3.n d po se !:lan :'>, 8ment pr oblems t~em __ .... __ _ 
However, \'Ie u rge the National Park Ser v ice to il1clu,i e in the '·il -1.e rness 
proposal the 470 a cr ·) s tha t 2re n ot bei;1g pr..9I1ose d for '. ~ilderne8s, but t 
are included 1.-1i t h in the ident ified 5,300 a cre rOl .dle S8 2.rea . Thi s ~rea 0 
course, i ncludes the \iasatch Rampe-rts, exclusive of the wa ter clevelopm~n 
and the areas parallel to the west side of HighHay 143. The Hilderness 
Oversi&ht Hea rings certainl y indica ted influences outside of the potentia 
\'Iilderness a re not to have any cons i deration or bearing in developing a 
1.·J'ilderness proposa l. It is the Ni l derness resource and the u 2,lity of th"" 
resource that merits proposal and designa tion . 
The 5,300 acre roadless ~rea was identified as a result of the Ni l ernes 
as possessing \-vilderness chara,cterist ics . And today th .... t entire roadIe s 
still possesses Hil 6..erness cha.racteri ctics. In f 8.ct, the excluded rimtop 
add a uYli \,.ue portion to the 1.·Jilderness. There is sim:ply no le.!!al reason to 
i gnore all of the Hildl a n ds--even 470 acres--'I'Jit h i n the Monument C',s p:-.rt 0 
the p roposa l. 
Thanks very much. I hope the Nationa l Pa rk Service vlill elect Al tern:-J.tiv 
a s the f i nal Nat ional P.:-.. rk Service propo sal e.nd hopefully in t 1i c::. session 
Con.~;ress 'I'1e ca n see Cedar Brea.ks Na tione.l Monument 8. S t h e -;:. irst NPS '-lilde 
in Utah--the fi r st wi l derness in Utah . 
Sincerely, 
D;> r c;:t{ fl---
Dick Carter 
cc: Director of the Nationa l Pa rk Service 
Jim Isenogle, Assist a nt to the Rocky Mountain Regional Director 
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"/n Wildne.~s is the Pre.'iprv(ltion of the U·orld. " - Thor(>au 
Response to The Wilderness Society Comments 
38. Thank you for your comments. 
96 
........ -
COMMENTS ON PROPOSED WILDERNESS CLASSIFICATION: Cedar Breaks 
C1':!da-r -Breaks National Monument seems a natural for wilderne s s de signat' 
f b f .. l' h d' lOn or anum er 0 reasons: no grazIng or mlnera rIg ts or In lan lands, littl 
use of the area and basically no commercial threats to the area; the unused e 
parts of the Monument are contiguous and isolated; only minor administrate 
. lYe 
adjustments would be nece ssary to protect the area as wilderne SSe 
The only problems, it seems to me, is how much wilderness? I do not belie 
the buffe r areas sugge sted by Alternative Bare nece ssary. The same hOlds\'e 
true for Alternatives C and D. Alternative E makes even less sense. The 
conce pt of a wilde rne s s thre s?old is valid enough, but that thre shold se rve s 
as well outside the boundary as within it. The distance between the existing 
roads and the boundary of the proposed wilderness area serves as the threshol 
no ne e d to e rode the wilde rne s s by in1.po sing upon it an artificial thre shold. 
I would recommend that snowmobiling in the Monument be discontinued as a 
possible intrusion on the proposed wilderness. There is ample high-elevation 
flatland in the adjacent national forest, and there is no real need for snow-
mobile s to use the area. It woUld be much more appropriately re served for 
non-motorized winter uses such as cross-country skiing and snowshoeing. 
Alternative F appeals to me, but it may be inappropriate since cars could 
then ee seen from the wilderness area, and their noise would invade the 
wilderness (little noise, relatively speaking, violates the amphitheater). 
I support the proposed wilderness classification as proposed by the NPS, 
but I would stress again my desire to have snowmobile use eliminated from 
the Monument in general to leave the area available for non-motorized use 
by recreational skiers and snowshoers. 
Re spe ctfull y, 
Verne Huser 
Utah Environment Center boardmembe'r 
Council on Utah Resources boardmember 
Western River Guides Association conservation chairman--January 19. 1977 
,)7 
onse to Utah Environment Center Resp 
9 A final recommendation proposing the main road through the monument, 
3
b
' Panguitch Lake Road and the paved walkway to Pt. Supreme, has been 
tu~mitted to the Rocky Mountain Regional Director. An environmental 
S essment was prepared and released for public review and comment prior 
ass 
to the recommendation. 
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Response to Leonard Ashdown Comments 
There are no private holdings within Cedar Breaks National Monument . 
The property referred to lies west of the monument. The property 
is within the U.S. Forest Service Ashdown Gorge Wilderness Study Area. 
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F~.rle U. Curl'lan 
Su)erintenc1ent 
Cedal'l Breaks ~ - ,~:t. i.onal ··,onunent 
Cead Ci t~T , UtHh '··'}!.720 
Dear Su~erintenctent Cu~~ an: 
Box 15 
Bl'li <:IY) Head TJ t 
- - 0-:._ " , \ ah ul 
J P.l'1UI?.:'")..' 1, 1 977 
I have r e f-1.cl the Draft .. nvironr .entnl Stater!Bnt fo~ the 
~ro~ t) sed .. ild0'i:-,ne ss CIt;). s ific~.t;.on 8.t C ·~jl n.~ 2.nd 8Il in COT':,Jete 
accord with ~our reco~wnd~tion. I ho~e it will lead qui ckl~ to 
favorable ~onrs;:>ess5_f)nal action. 
On page 15 the Inr..·? iYldicates th2. t CFtTI-i is at ) :200 insteacl 
of #169l 
fJ~ 
.d . Vino~~ade 
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Response to B. Vinograde 
4L The map has been corrected as the comment suggested. 
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Comments and responses contained in other letters received by the Nat 
Park Service (11 letters received) 
Comment: Not all the roadless area of the monument is included in the 
wilderness proposal. The Wasatch Ramparts and some lands between t e 
highways and the breaks have not been included. This appears to be 
an arbitrary interpretation of the Wilderness Act which assumes the 
need for a buffer zone between developed lands and those of wildernes 
character and quality. 
Response: Buffer zones have been deleted from the wilderness proposal 
However, some roadless areas are not included in the wilderness 
recommendation in order to permit future consideration of other activt 
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erintendent 
P Breaks National Monument C~a~ 100 E., Cedar City, Utah 84720 
Ie: Draft Environmental Statement 
proposed Wilderness Classification 
Cedar Breaks National Monument, Utah 
Dear Sir: 
P.O. Box 34 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
January 3, 1977 
I strongly support the proposal that most of the land within Cedar Breaks 
ational Monument be given Wilderness status. This action would insure 
he continuation of management practices which preserve the area in its 
natural state. 
The breaks, or eroded cliffs, of the Monument are of immense scenic value. 
They are also very fragile, being composed of friable and largely unvegetated 
rock. They must be protected against the permanent scars caused by man-
aade "improvements" such as roads, motorized vehicles, and permanent 
buildings. Wilderness designation would make the Monument safe from 
he ever growing encroachments of mechanized tourism. 
The specific proposal which I favor is Alternative F, which recommends 
hat the entire 5300-acre roadless area of the Monument be made Wilderness. 
Under this alternative, not only the breaks themselves would be protected, 
but also the strip of land between the existing road (on the rim) and the 
start of the breaks. Therefore no more buildings could be built along the 
Mge of the plateau. The only drawback to this proposal is that it 
prohibits the use of power equipment in maintaining water supply, and it 
seems reasonable to me that the Park Service be allowed to use such tools 
for their water line; but in all other ways this is the best proposal. 
Further, I think that at some time in the future the Park Service should 
ta~e action to protect the area downstream (west) from the present Monument. 
ThlS valley, known as Ashdown Gorge, is presently under the jurisdiction 
of the National Forest Service, and has no wilderness classification. 
Because this gorge is a natural extension of the breaks themselves 
(aesthetically and ecologically), it should be better protected, and perhaps 
COuld be annexed by the Monument. The gorge could be destroyed by lumber 
~d mining interests, motorized vehicles, or a dam. 
Sincerely, /~~J _ / ~ P/~ .  
Valerie P. Cohen ~ 
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2048 La Crest~ Drive 
Salt Lake City~ Utah 84121 
December 31, 1~76 
Superintendant Earle Curran 
Cedar Breaks National Monument 
P.O. Box 749 
Cedar City, Utah 84070 
Dear Superintendant Qurran: 
After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statatem 
past files on Cedar Breaks National Monument, and reliVin~ en joyous moments spent within the monument boundaries we havem: 
few suggestions to make on an otherwise adeq'Uat~ lJaster plan 
Cedar Breaks National Monument. We are far from being expert 
on the area, but have visited the site many times, and feel sa 
isfactory in our comments. 
We support the Park Service recommendation for a 4,830 ac 
wilderness, but feel additions can be made which will foster 
ease of management and a more realistic approach to wildernes 
designation. We feel that alternative F as mentioned in the 
Environmental Impact Statement is the unequalled wilderness p 
posal. Inclusion of the buffer zone, and th,e Wasatch Rampart 
de-fa.cto wilderness sections are included in proposal F. 
'Your efforts to include the "buffer zone" and the Wasatch 
parts section in the final wilderness pro'posal will be greatl 
appreciated. The idea of a buffer zone was germinated severa 
years ago, but as of today is accepted by few an~ seldom used 
The majority of the National Park wilderness proposals now ex 
buffer zones, and we feel your proposal should be in accord. 
The recently released Land Use Plan for the Markagaunt Pla 
of the Dixie National Forest fits hand in hand with the Park 
Service master plan. The Forest Service has identif ied, and 
suggested for wilderness desi gnation an 8,590 acre Ashdown 
Gorge Wilderness Study Area. Combin~ng the 8,590 acre Ashdo 
Gorge de-facto wilderness with the 5,300 acre wilderness of 
alter,native F -will yield a 13,890 acre wilderness centered 
around the Cedar Breaks amphitheater. 
Joint work between your office, and the office of ~he Dix! 
National Forest Supervis~r in creating a 1),890 acre w11derne 
will be greatly appreciated. The cr eation of a 13,890 acr~ 
Cedar Breaks-Ashdown Gorge wilderness will be in the best 1nte 
of America, and America's future generations. 
f"\ \ \ Sincer ely I 
~ ~ <:~-~ -5ii;J fl 
Brian Beard -- 21if:1tt~~J 
\ . ., 
~/J';~~,;H~ ~ 
M~iam Beard 
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1 curran, Superintendent d; Breaks National Monument 
.0. Box 749 " d~ City, utah 84070 
ar Sir: 
167 East 670 North 
Tooele, Utah 84074 
December 23, 1976 
It is heartening to see so much of Cedar Breaks Nationa.1 Monument 
posed by the Natural Park Service as wilderness. I note, however, 
at not all ,of the road1ess area of -the Monument'is included in your 
oposal; particularly, the Wasatch Ramparts and some lands between the 
'ghway and the "breaks. tI It seems to me the exclusion of the latter 
eas may be due to an: arbitrary " interpretatio!L6f .the", Wilderness :.Act 
ich assumes the need for a "buffer zone U between developed lands and 
ose of wilderness character and quality. This interpretation seems 
ntrary to the content of the Wild~rness Act and the intent pf Congress. 
r this reason, plus 'the fact that these lands contain pa.rt of the 
eresting high elevation plant community of southern Utah, I urge 
ese lands be included as wilderness. Specifically, I urge Y9u to 
"cept Alternative · F of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
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Earle Curran, Superintendent 
cedar Breaks National Monument 
P.O. Box 749 
Cedar City, Utah 
Dear Mr. Currans 
Box 443 
Teasdale, Utah 
Jan. 4, 1976 
We commend your excellent Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
posing a 4,830 acre wilderness in the Cedar Breaks National MOnument. 
we understand, however, that this proposal does not incorporate all 0 
the 5,)00 acre roadless area whiCh was identified as poesessing Wild 
ness characteristics. 
Therefore, we urge that you include as your proposal Alternative 
in the E.D.F., the 5,300 acre proposal. 
Although you have proposed a buffer zone between the Rim road, 
143, and the "breaks", these lands should not be excluded, as there 1 
reason to exclude this small rimtop area. It is valuable and should 
included in the Monument. 
Yours sincerely, 
Copy to Rep. Dan Marriott 
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l' CurraR, Superintendent 
dar BreakS National Monument 
p. o. Box 749 
Cedar City, Utah 84070 
ar superinteadent Curran: 
It is imperative that Utah begins to add its unique wild lands to the 
i1derDess System. For many years those of us who realize the importance 
aid Decessity of wilderness have been waiting for areas such as the San 
~.e1 Swell, the Kolob Terrace and' the Escalante Canyons to find their 
UDder the protection of the Wilderness Ac~. Perhaps now, Cedar Breaks 
11 be our first but not last official ~lderness. The National Park. Service 
proposal for the Cedar Breaks area is excelleat. However,' it is my opinioa 
that the proposed wilderness bo~daries lie adjacent to State Highway 143 
OIIitting the !!buffer zone". Why exclude this smaller aret9., which retaiDe 
LU of the same characteristics of the larger proposed acreage~ I also 
urge you to include in the wilderness proposal the Wasatch Ramparts. 
An area designated as Wilderness can never be too large. What is not saved 
todaJ will be lost tomor.row. 
I urge you to adopt Wilderness Alternative r as described in the Draft 
vironmental Impact Statement. This entire 5,300 acres surely warrants this 
added protection and the preservation of this beautifully eroded land we 
deed owe to the future generations of America. ' 
Sal ( ',Lake Cit;.~ Utah 
84115 ' -
, . 
.... 
I' 
cc: Se-natOl;' . .'G~n ··i . , . j 
Se'nator Ha feh· ' .. ' .. :. :. . ' .. 
Repreaentative i.t~ri.q~~. _ ; 
Rep~esentative McKay , , 
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January 2, 1911 
Earle Curran, Superintendent 
cedar Breaks Naiional Monument 
p. o. Box 149 
cedar City, ~tah 84010 
Dear Superint endent C'urran:' 
I find your proposa], for the Cedar Breaks Wilderness most timely 
and worthy of' praise. 'Ito furt'her protect such a unique area as the 
Breaks is essential. However, I see no re~son to' exclude from the 
wilderness proposal the "'buffer zone'" between Highway 143 and the 
proposed Wational Park Service wilderness area. This zone, t ·oo, is 
of wilderness character and should not be omitted merely by its prox-
imity to the road. I also question the exclusion Of the Wasatch Ram-
parts. This road1ess area meets wilderness criteria and should be 
included in the wilderness proposal as defined by the Wilderness [ct. 
It is as a result of these observations that I urge you to adopt 
Wilderness Alternative y . as described in the Draft Environmental Impact 
stat'ement. This 5,300 acre proposal is most desireab1e for a state 
that lacks any officially designa~ed Wilderness. 
Sincerely, 
,/W1??'A ~·¥t .h ~ ~/.,t.-C ~-'.~­/' /1 { 'WU/ "h"Z£,f f~~ Margarehet~is 
4490 South 1300 Ea st #1 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
84111 
eCL Senator Jake Garn 
Senator Orrin Hatch 
Representative Dan Marriott 
Representative Gbnn McKay 
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A NATIONAL WILDERNESS 
PRESERVATION SYSTEM 
APPENDIX A 
Public Law 88-577, of September 3, 1964, establishing a National 
Wilderness Preservation System, provides, in part, as follows: 
POLICY 
lilt is ... the policy of the Congress to secure for the American people 
of present and future generations the benefits of an enduring resource 
of wilderness." 
AREAS FOR STUDY 
IIWithin ten years after the effective date of this Act the Secretary of 
the I nterior shall review every roadless area of five thousand contiguous 
acres or more in the national parks, monuments and other units of the 
national park system ... , under his jurisdiction of the effective date of 
this Act and shall report to the President his recommendation as to the 
suitability or nonsuitability of each such area ... for preservation as 
wilderness." 
SYSTEM 
II ••• there is hereby established a National Wilderness Preservation 
System to be composed of federally owned areas designated by 
Congress as 'wilderness areas' .... " 
A-I 
DEFINITION 
II A wilderness, ... is ... an area where the earth and its commll nity of 
life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does 
not remain. An area of wilderness is further defined to mean ... an area 
of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character and 
influence, without permane~t improvements or human habitation, 
which is protected and managed so as to' preserve its natural conditions 
and which: (1) generally appears to have been affected primarily by 
the forces of ' nature, with the imprint of man's work substantially 
unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a 
primitive and unconfined type of recreation; (3) has at 'least 5,000 acres 
of land or is of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation 
and use in an unimpaired condition; and (4) may also contain 
ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational, 
scenic, or historical value." 
MANAGEMENT 
"The inclusion of an area in the National Wilderness Preservation 
System notwithstanding, the area shall continue to be managed by the 
Department and agency having jurisdiction thereover immediately 
before its inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System 
unless otherwise provided by Act of Congress." 
USE 
"Nothing in this Act shall modify the statutory authority under which 
units of the national park system are created. Further, the designation 
of any area of any park, monument, or other unit of the national park 
system as a wilderness area pursuant to this Act shall in no manner 
lower the standards evolved for the use and preservation of such park, 
monument, or other unit .of the national park system in accordance 
with the Act of August 25, 1916, the statutory authority under which 
the area was created, or any other Act of Congress which might pertain 
to or affect such area, including but not limited to, the Act of June 8, 
1906, (34 Stat. 255; 16 U.S.C. 432 et seq.); section 3(2) of the Federal 
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 796 (2)); and the Act of August 21, 1935, (49 
Stat. 666; 16 U.S.C. 461 et seq.)." 
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APPENDIX Ii 
DEPARTMENTAL GUIDELINES FOR 
WILDERNESS PROPOSALS 
Memorandum 
To: 
From: 
Subject: 
Un ited States Department of the Interior 
Office of the Secretary 
Washington, D.C. 20240 
June 24, 1972 
Director, Bureau of Sport Fisheries 
and Wildlife 
Director, National Park Service 
Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife 
and Parks 
Guidelines for Wilderness Proposals - Reference 
Secretarial Order No. 2920 
I n the course of developing wilderness proposals we should strive to 
give the areas under stuqy wilderness designation but not at the 
expense of losing the essential management prerogatives that are 
necessary to fulfill the purposes for which the areas were originally 
intended. Although each area under study must be considered sepa-
rately, with special attention given to its unique characters, the 
following criteria should be adhered to when determining the suita-
bility of an area for wilderness designation. 
Management 
An area should not be excluded from wilderness designation solely 
because established or proposed management practices require the use 
of tools, equipment or structures, if these practices are necessary 
for the health and safety of wilderness travelers, or the protection 
of the wilderness area. The manager should use the minimum tool, 
equipment or structure necessary to successfully, safely and economi-
cally accomplish the objective. When establishing the minimum tool 
B-1 
and equipment necessary for a management need within wilderness areas 
economic factors should be considered the least important of the three 
criteria. The chosen tool or equ ipment shou Id be the one that least 
degrades wilderness values temporarily or permanently. 
For the purpose of this paragraph, accepted tools, equipment, struc-
tures and practices may include but are not limited to: fire towers, 
patrol cabins, pit toilets, temporary roads, spraying equipment, hand 
tools, fi re-fighting equ ipment caches, fencing and controlled bu rn ing. 
I n special or emergency cases involving the health and safety of wilder-
ness users or the protection of wilderness values aircraft, motorboats 
and motorized vehicles may be used. Enclaves, buffer z~nes, etc., 
should not be established if the desired management practices are 
permitted under these guidelines. 
Visitor Use Structures and Facilities 
An area that contains man-made facilities for visitor use can be 
designated as wilderness if these facilities are the .minimum neces-
sary for the health and safety of the wilderness traveler or the 
protection of wilderness resources. An example of a wilderness camp-
site that could be included is one having a pit toilet and fire rings 
made of natural materials and tent sites. A hand-operated water pump 
may be allowed. This kind of campsite would not be considered a per-
manent installation and could be removed or relocated as management 
needs dictate. Facilities that exceed the "minimum necessary" 
criteria will be removed and the area restored to its natural state. 
(See section on Exceptions.) 
Areas containing campsites that require, for the protection of the 
adjacent wilderness values, facilities more elaborate than those 
allowed in a wilderness campsite should be excluded from wilderness 
designation. 
Prior Rights and Privileges and Limited Commercial Services 
Lands need not be excluded from wilderness designation solely because 
of prior rights or privileges such as grazing and stock driveways or 
certain limited commercial services that are proper for realizing the 
recreational or other wilderness purposes of the areas. 
Road and Utilities - Structures and Installations 
Areas that otherwise qualify for wilderness will not be excluded 
because they contain unimproved roads, created by vehicles repeatedly 
B-2 
traveling over the same course, structures, installations or utility 
lines, which can and would be removed upon designation as wilderness. 
Research 
Areas that otherwise qualify need not be excluded from wilderness 
designation because the area is being used as a site for research 
unless that use necessitates permanent structures or facilities in 
addition to those needed for management purposes. 
Future Development 
Those areas which presently qualify for wilderness designation but 
will be needed at some future date for specific pu rposf s consistent 
with the purpose for which the National Park or National Wildlife 
Refuge was originally created, and fully described in an approved 
conceptual plan, should not be proposed for wilderness designation 
if they are not consistent with the above guidelines. 
Exceptions 
Certain areas being studied may contain structures such as small boat 
docks, water guzzlers and primitive shelters that ought to be retained 
but may not qualify as minimum structures necessary for the health and 
safety of wilderness users or the protection of the wilderness values 
of the area. When an area under study for wilderness designation 
would otherwise qualify as wilderness a specific provision may be 
included in the proposed legislation for this area, giving the wilder-
ness manager the option of retaining and maintaining these structures. 
Necessary management practices such as controlled burning shall also 
be mentioned specifically in the proposed legislation. 
Areas being considered for wilderness designation will not be excluded 
solely because they contain hydrologic devices that are necessary for 
the monitoring of water resources outside of the wilderness area. 
When these devices, either mechanical or electronic, ~re found to be 
necessary, a specific provision allowing their use will be included 
in the legislation proposing the wilderness area being considered. For 
the installation, servicing and monitoring of these devices the minimum 
tools and equ ipment necessary to safely and successfu Ily accomplish the 
job will be used. 
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APPENDIX C 
HEARING OFFICER'S REPORT * 
INTRODUCTION 
A public hearing on the proposal to establish a wilderness 
area within the Cedar Breaks National Monument was held at 
the Library Lounge of the Library Building, College of 
Southern Utah, Cedar City, Utah, on December 11, 1967. 
The hearing was opened at 9:05 a.m., by Hearing Officer, 
Mr. John C. Preston, 6961 Oakmont Drive, Santa Rosa, 
California. Thirty-five persons were present, and 18 oral 
statements were presented. Reporter service for the hear-
ing was provided by Mr. C. Howard Watkin, District Court 
Reporter, Richfield, Utah. 
After all statements were presented, the hearing was closed 
at 10:45 a.m., December 11, 1967. 
*House Document 92-102 . 
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THE PRELIMINARY WILDERNESS PROPOSAL 
1. Introduction 
Cedar Breaks National Monument is located in Iron County, 
southwest Utah. The nearest towns are Cedar City, Parowan, 
and Panguitch, Utah. Major highways near the monument are 
U. S. 89 and 91. Utah State Highway 14 passes three miles 
south of the monument and connects the two U. S. Highways. 
Direct access to the monument is by State Highways 55 and 
143. 
The monument contains 6;154.54 acres of federal land. It 
was established by Pres1dential Proclamation in 1933. 
Public Laws in 1942 and 1961 added some lands and deleted 
others. 
T.he monument is situated on the high Markagunt Plateau of 
southern Utah. Elevations along the rim of this plateau 
in Cedar Breaks National Monument vary from about 10,300 
feet to 10,500 feet. The famous and gigantic multicolored 
natural amphitheater slopes generally to the west from the 
rim; it comprises the bulk of the monument. The amphithe· 
ater is steep walled and eroded into fantastic shapes 
having a variety of color. The name "Cedar Breaks" has 
come to us by way of the early settlers who called the 
junipers growing beneath the rim "cedars". The settlers of 
this region referred to the rugged country of cliffs as 
"breaks" or ,''badlands.'' 
The forest of Cedar Breaks National Monument is predomi-
nately Englemann spruce and sub-alpine fir. It contains an 
understory of wild flowers, dwarf 1uniper, wild currant, 
and round leaf manzanita. Below the rim are found bristle-
cone pine, ponderosa pine, and Douglas-fir. 
Dixie National FO,rest surrounds Cedar Breaks National Monu-
ment. The priMary land uses in the National Forest are 
sheep grazing, recreation, along with a limited amount of 
timber harvesting. The Forest Service Brian Head recrea-
tion development is located about 2 1/2 miles north of the 
monument. Brian Head, elevation 11,315 is the highest 
point in southern Utah. 
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Navajo Lake is located 12 miles southeast of the monument. 
Recreational activities in this area include camping, 
boating, fishing, and water skiing. There are extensive 
lava flows of recent origin in this vicinity. Panguitch 
Lake is located eight miles northeast of the monument. 
The following areas of the National Park System are within 
a days drive of the monument: Canyonlands, Bryce, Zion, 
and Grand Canyon National Parks (north rim of Grand Canyon); 
Capitol Reef, Lehman Caves, Pipe Spring, and Timpanogos Cave 
National Monuments; Glen Canyon and Lake Mead National 
Recreation Areas. 
During 1966 there were 211,200 visitors to Cedar Breaks 
National Monument. 
2. The Cedar Breaks Wilderness Proposal 
As shown on Exhibit C, the proposed 4,600-acre Cedar Breaks 
Wilderness comprises nearly all of the land area making up 
the natural amphitheater or "breaks." Its longe:st axis, 
north to south, span~ a distance of about 3.8 miles. The 
proposed wilderness varies in width from about 2 to 2.5 
miles. The rim of the amphitheater forms a natural boundary 
for all of the proposed wilderness along its east and south 
sides. The remainder of the proposed wilderness boundary 
is located parallel to, and 1/16 mile inside of, the south-
western, west, and north monumerit boundaries. This 1/16-
mile strip is considered the minimum essential for present 
and future management needs. 
A portion of the area south of the Wasatch Ramparts is not 
included within the proposed wilderness. This area of the 
monument contains the few small watercourses and a spring 
that provides the water supply for the Point Supreme devel-
oped area. The waterline for this system traverses part of 
this area. 
Significant natural features within the proposed Cedar Breaks 
Wilderness include numerous ridges, cliffs, spires, canyons, 
and eroded formations comprising the "breaks." Also of 
importance are the several fine stands of bristlecone pines 
found throughout the area. Landmarks such as The Highleap 
and The Bartizan are dominant in the amphitheater. 
C-3. 
The proposed wilderness area is not a large land mass; it 
is nevertheless very compact, has retained its primeval 
character, and contains outstanding geological features of 
scientific and scenic value. 
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ANALYSIS OF THE RECORD OF PUBLIC HEARING AND WRITTEN 
RESPONSES 
The Wilderness Society 
This alternate proposal was jointly advanced by The 
Wilderness Society and five cooperating Utah conservation 
organizations: Utah Nature Study SocietYt Uinta Group of 
the Sierra Club t Wasatch Mountain Club, Utah Audubon SocietYt 
and the Western River Guides Association. The plan proposes 
enlarging . the National Park Service proposed wilderness area 
of 4,600 acres to include all of the 5,300 acres of roadless 
area. 
The map submitted with the proposal is included in the 
official record. The additions proposed are shown generally 
by the letter X on Exhibit D. 
National Parks Association and Sierra Club 
The plans advanced by the National Parks Association and 
by the Sierra Club are similar. These organizations 
proposed enlarging the boundary of the proposed wilderness 
to include all of the 5t300-acre roadless area as well as 
the strip of land between the roadless area boundary and the 
north and western edge of the monument road. 
T~e areas suggested for addition to the preliminary wilder-
ness proposal are generally indicated by the letters X and 
Y on Exhibit D. The map submitted by the National Parks 
Association is ' included in the official record; no map was 
submitted by the Sierra Club. 
c-s 
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES RECEIVED 
PRIVATE 
PUBLIC ORGAN 1- INDI-
RECOMMENDATION AGENCIES ZATIONS VIDUALS TOTAL 
1. National Park 
Service 
P~oposa1 4 2 16 22 -
2. Enlarge NPS 
Proposal 18 178 196 
3. Wilderness 
with 
Qualifi-
cations 1 1 
4. No Wilderness 2 1 3 
5. Wilderness, No 
Specific 
Recommen-
dations 4 3 7 
6. Acknowledge-
ment Received 
with No 
Specific 
Comments 10 1 11 
TOTALS 21 20 199 240 
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DISPOSITION OF HEARING RECORD AND WRITTEN RESPONSES 
The official record, including letters received by the 
Hearing Officer, the Monument, the Southwestern Regional 
Office, and the Washington Office of the National Park 
Service, has been assembled and is available for review 
in the Washington Office. 
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APPENDIX D 
VIEWS OF OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES ON THE PRELIMINARY 
WILDERNESS PROPOSAL 
The following letters, statements and resolutions are 
from the agencies listed below: 
Department of' Agriculture 
Forest Service, Dixie National Forest 
Department of Commerce 
Economic Development Administration 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Land and Facilities Development Administration 
Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management, Utah State Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Department of Transportation 
Assistant Secretary 
Federal Highway Administration 
Federal Highway Administration Bureau of 
Public Roads, Region Nine 
Federal Power Commission 
Water Resourc~s Council 
State of Utah 
Governor (2) 
Department of Highways 
Iron County Commission 
Iron County Planning and Zoning Commission 
*House Document 92-102 
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STATEMENT BY FOYER OLSEN, DISTRICT FOREST RANGER, DIXIE 
NATIONAL FOREST, UTAH, PRESENTED AT PUBLIC HEARING ON 
PROPOSED WILDERNESS ESTABLISHMENT IN CEDAR BREAKS NATIONAL 
MONUMENT, UTAH, HELD ON DECEMBER 11, 1967, IN CEDAR CITY, 
UTAH, AS RECORDED IN THE TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS. 
Mr. Preston, Ladies and Gentlemen: I am Foyer Olsen, 
District Forest Ranger on the Dixie National Forest. It is 
a pleasure to be here and to give you our feelings in con-
nection with the proposal to make a wilderness area out of 
portions of the Cedar Breaks National Monument. 
First, I would like to commend the Park Service for the 
action and the studies that they made in bringing forth 
this proposal. 
The Forest Service has no objection to creating a wilderness 
area in the Cedar Breaks National Monument. We cannot see 
any place where this will have any effect on the multiple use 
management of surrounding national forest lands. We support 
them in this proposal. Thank you. 
D-~ 
u.s. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20230 
Mr. Harthon L. Bill 
Deputy Director 
National Park Service 
Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 
Dear Mr. Bill: 
January 24, 1968 
By letter of October 16, 1967, we informed you that we would review 
your packets outlining wilderness proposals for Cedar Breaks National 
Monument, Bryce Canyon National Park, Capitol Reef National Monument, 
and Arches National Monument, Utah, and that we would send comments. 
We have reviewed the material and find no points in which there are 
Department of Commerce interests and, therefore, have no specific 
comments concerning these proposals. 
In general, this Department supports the concept of wilderness 
proposals in connection with our national parks and national -
monuments wherever appropriate area is available. 
Sincerely yours, 
/J /::} /G4~ . K~ 
Robert M. Rauner 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Economic Development Planning 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENl 
L.AND AND FACIL.ITIES DEVEL.OPMENT ADMINISTRA.TrON 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20410 
Mr. Harthon L. BUl 
Acting Director 
United states Depar1aent 
of the Interior 
lfat100al Park Service 
Washington, D. C. 20240 
Dear Mr. B1ll: 
IN REPLY 'U£I'IU, 'Ot 
October 23, 1967 
Secretary Robert C. Weaver baa aated _ to thank you tor your 
recent letter with ;thlch you enclosed. material outlining the 
wilderness proposals for Cedar Breaks National Monument, Bryce 
Canyon Batioaal Park, Capitol Reef National Monument and Arches 
National Monument, Utah. 
The DepartMnt of Housing aDd Ur.ban Development t1nc1s no need 
to have a representative at the public heariDgs, or to express 
~ views at this t1lle concerning any spec1:fic proposal. 
We great~ appreciate your courtesy in glv1ns us the opportunity 
to review the proposals. 
Sincerely yours, 
.~ . {~UJ<' ~~ 
Arthur A. Davia 
Director 
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IN REPLY REFER TO: 
UNITED STATES 
DEPART~1ENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
UTAH STATE OFFICE 
Post Office Box No. 11505 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
6000 
October 12, 1967 
Memorandum 
To: Regional Director, Southwest Region, National Park Service 
Box 728, Santa Fe, New ~exico 87501 
From: BIM State Director, Utah 
Subject: Hearing schedules to consider wilderness proposals 
This will acknowledge receipt of your recent letter transmitting packet. 
outl ining wilderness proposals for Cedar Breaks National Monument, 
Bryce Canyon National Park, Capitol Reef National Monument, and Arches 
National Monument. 
Three of these four area$ border on public lands administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management. We are, therefore, concerned with your 
management programs. We will plan to have representation at the Bryce 
Canyon National Park, Capitol Reef National Monument and Arches National 
Monument hearings, as scheduled. However, we will not testify. 
I appreciate your courtesy in advising of this schedule. 
D-S 
IN REPLY 
UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20240 
REFER TO: 738 
November 22, 1967 
Me.aorandWl 
To: Director, Rational Park Service 
Prom: Commissioner of Reclamation 
Subject: Wilderness Proposals--Arches, Cedar Breaks, Capitol Reef 
National Monuments, and Bryce Canyon National Park, Utah 
Your memorandum of October 10, 1967, transmitted packets outlining 
the subject proposals and informed us of the scheduled field hearings. 
The boundarie. for the proposed wilderness areas are all within the 
present National Park boundaries and exclude the developed areas. 
The areas of ~~tential future park developments appear to have been 
deleted from the recommended wilderness proposal. The primary 
resources of the proposed wilderness are the eroded, colorful,and 
rugged natural formations. As long as extensions in external 
boundaries are not involved, we would have no direct interest in 
the wilderness proposals. We have no active planning developments 
that would be affected by the wilderness proposals and we do not 
contemplate any actions under Section 4(d) of the Wilderness Act. 
Our review of the proposals to establish Wilderness Areas within 
the Arches, Cedar Breaks, and Capitol Reef National Monuments, 
and the Bryce Canyon National Park~ reveals no adverse effect on 
any existing or presently contemplated plans of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 
c 
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. 
. ~ . OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORT~ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 
. 
. 
ASSISTANT SECIt£TARY 
Mr. Harthon L. Bill 
Acting Director 
National Park Service 
Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 
Dear Mr. Bill: 
October 16, 1967 
Secretary Boyd has asked me to respond to your recent letter 
enclosing the packets outlining the wilderness proposals 
for Cedar Breaks National Monument, Bryce Canyon National 
Park, Capitol 'Reef National Monument, and Arches National 
Monument, Utah. We appreciate your bringing these matters 
to our attention. 
We have, in tu~n, advised the Federal Highway Administration 
of these activities for such action as it deems appropriate. 
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u.s. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20581 
CWP'ICE 0'" THE ADMINISTRATOR 
Mr. Harthon L. 'Bill 
Aeting Director 
Na.tional Park Serviee 
Department ot the Inter1o~ 
Washington., D. C. ~o240 
~ar Mr. Bill: 
November 22, 1961 
Thank you tor your letter or October 10 relative to the 
wilderness proposals for Cedar Breaks National Monument, 
Bryce Canyon National Park, Capitol Reef Rational Monument, 
and Arches National. Mooument, all in Utah. 
We have examined the wilderness proposals and do not find 
any conflict witb existing Forest highway or Fedet"Ql-aid 
routes 1n the areas. Copies ot the proposals are being 
sent to the Regional Federal Highway Administrator in 
Denver should he vish to attend or have a representative 
present at the public he~rings scheduled for December 11, 
12, and 14. 
Sincerely, 
.,. ..... . :;:?' 
./ . ~ 
r_ -· d/~... ~ Ie" .~Jl-f 
Lowell K. Bridwell 
Federal Highway Administrator 
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U. S . DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 
REGION NINE 
242 8ui lding 40 
Denver Federal Center 
Denver, Colorado 80225 
October 24, 1967 
Mr. Frank F. Kowski, Regional Director 
National Park Se~ice, Southwest Region 
P. O. Box 728 
Santa Fe, New ~xico 87501 
Dear Mr. Kowski: 
This will acknowledge receipt of the packets outlining 
your wi ldeme.s proposals f~r Cedar Breaks, Capitol 
IN REPLY REFER TO . 
09-71 
Reef and Arches National Monuments and Bryce Canyon 
National Park. Our review indicates no conflict with 
approved road systems. One copy of each of the proposalS 
is being furnished to our Utah Division Office. 
Sincere ly yours, 
~ 
Chas. D. Beach 
Regional Administrator 
cc: Utah Division w/copy of National Park 
Service letter and 4 packets. 
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Mr. Harthon L. Bill 
Acting Director 
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426 
National Park Service 
Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 
Reference: D l8-CAM 
Dear Mr. Bill: 
IN REPLY REFER " 0: 
October 27, 1967 
This is in reply to your letter of October 10, 1967, with vhiCh 
you furnished information regarding wilderness proposals .for the 
Cedar Breaks National MOnument, Bryce canyon National Park, Capitol 
Reef National MOnument, and Arches National Monument, all in utah. 
Since eaCh of the proposed wilderness areas would be entirely 
within a National Park or a National Monument, their establishment 
would not affect any responsibilities of the Federal Power Commission. 
Therefore, the Commission will not be represented at the public hear-
10gs covering these proposals. 
S ·t.ncerely yours, 
~) J 
,j-' . / ,.I '" /., 
/
/ 1/ ~ I . _:1' ;/ 
... L .. r ,';. .' t • . • ;.... .... , •• -... 
,., 1 ~. _ Murray \'Comarow 
Executive Director 
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WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL 
SUITE 900 
Secre tary of the InterIOr 1025 VERMONT AVENUE NW. 
Chairman 
StJCref.r_~~ ~~ric~u,,5 
SecrJIN* o.lHte Army 
Secretary of Health. 
Education. and Wellare 
WASHINGTON. D.C . 20005 
Secretary 01 Tran sportation 
Chairma~, .Federal Pnwer 
Com mIssIon 
Your Reference: 
DI8-CAM 
Mr. George B. Hartzog, Jr. 
Director, National Park Service 
U. S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 
Dear Mr. Hartzog: 
I wish to acknowledge receipt of the packets outlining the wilderness 
proposals for Cedar Breaks National Monument, Bryce Canyon 
National Park, Capitol Reef National Monument, and Arches 
National Monument, Utah. 
The staff of the Water Resources Council has reviewed these 
proposals, and we have no comments to offer. 
The opportunity to review these proposals is appreciated. 
Sincerely yours, 
. ..,,/"' "~ -"j ) 
/.'.;/il ,.,/ ./~.' "...... / "/; ~- J':'- ' /; .. '/---' / "", - " j ( : 
~ / /.. ..' ." 7" ~¢y p', Cau ~ 1-
Executive Director I 
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.I 
V 
,/ 
CALYIN 1.. . UA~tPTON 
GOVE:RNOR 
S~"ATE OF UTAH 
OFF I CE OF T H E G OV E RNOR 
SALT L AKE C I TY 
Mr. Harthon L. Bi II, Acting Director 
Southwest Regional Office 
National Parks Service 
Old Santa Fe Trai I 
p. O. Box 728 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 
Dear Mr. B i I I : 
December 8, 1967 
This communication is written pursuant to your letter of 
October 10, 1967 informing me of the wi Iderness proposals for 
Cedar Breaks National Monument, Bryce Canyon National Park, 
Capitol Reef National Monument and Arches National Monument, Utah. 
Hearings have been scheduled as fol lows concerning the 
wi Iderness proposals for these units of the National Park System: 
Cedar Breaks National Monument: December I I, 1967, 
9:00 A.M., Library Lounge of the Library Bui Iding, 
Col lege of Southern Utah, 3rd West and West Center 
Street, Cedar City, Utah. 
Bryce Canyon National Park: December II, 1967,2:00 
P.M. Garfield County Court House, 55 South Main Street, 
Panguitch, Utah. 
Capitol Reef National Monument: December 12, 1967, 
10:00 A.M., Wayne County Court House, Loa, Utah. 
Arches National Monument: December 14, 1967, 9:00 
A.M., Council Chambers, City-County Bui Iding, Moab, Utah. 
Your letter informs me that I may submit my views in 
writing and that the communication wi I I be attached to the record 
in the case tobe considered by the Secretary of the Interior and 
also be forwarded to the President and the Congress. 
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I am aware that you wi II receive direct communication from 
interested individuals and agencies of the State of Utah. In 
preparing this statement, I have conferred with · the Department 
of Natural Resources , and through the Department, with the 
Divisions of Parks and Recreation, State lands, Fi ~ h and Game, 
Oi 1 and Gas Conservation, Water Resources and Water Rights. The 
view set forth herein is the official position of the State of 
Utah on the matter in question, in conformity with Section 67-1-1 
(3) (4) which delineates the powers and duties of the Governor 
as follows: 
RHe is .the sole official organ of communication 
between the government of this state and the 
government of any other state an~ of the United 
States. R 
I have examined in detai I the brochures which were prepared. 
In addition to the wi Iderness proposals, I have reviewed applicable 
sections of Section 3 (c) of Public law 88-577. 
The designation of the roadless areas within the national 
monuments and pat'k covered by this proposal appears to be a logical 
addition to the National Wi Iderness Preservation System; and, in 
fact, would not alter g~eatly the present status and administration 
of these areas. 
It is my observation that in no case does the proposal for 
wi Iderness status include areas which are without the present 
boundary of the monuments and park. 
The State of Utah recognizes the need to preserve In their 
pristine state certain areas in order that present and future 
generations may have a place where they can enjoy some of the 
solitude and exhi liaration that comes from viewing an uncluttered 
landscape. 
There fol lows a tqbulation of the areas proposed to be 
included in the National Wi Iderness Preservation System, together 
with a previous proposal made by the Secretary of Agriculture to 
increase the size of the present High Uintas Primitive area and 
include it in the Wi Iderness System: 
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Arches 
Bryce Canyon 
Capitol Reef 
Cedar Breaks 
High Uintas 
TOTAL AREA 
(acres) 
34;010 
36,090 
39; 173 
6; I Z4 
115,427 
3~2,228 
438,425 
ROAD LESS PROPOSED 
OR PRIMITIVE WILDERNESS 
(acres) (acres) 
28,832 12;742 
24;275 17,900 
30, 150 23,074 
5;300 4i 6OO 
88,557 58,316 
23Z,IZ7 322 ,228 
325,734 381,314 
Whi Ie the State of Utah recognizes the importance of the 
i ~ our proposed un i ts under cons i derat i on and the management as 
single-use areas, there are three recommendations I would like 
you to take under advisement before this matter is presented to 
the President and the Congress: 
(I) In connection with the wi Iderness proposals at Bryce 
Canyon National Park, I support the requests of local interests 
that an area of approximately 300 acres on Campbel I Creek, as 
designed on the attached map, be excluded from the wi Iderness 
proposal, inasmuch as this area is the source of culinary water 
for the town of Tropic, Utah. It is my belief that in this 
instance, the wi Iderness concept could best be preserved by not 
including an area where water development may be parumount. 
(2) It is requested that further consideration be given to 
extending the road system from its present terminus near Yovimpa 
Point southwesterly to connect with U.S. Highway 89 in the general 
vicinity of Alton. Our experience with stub roads is not good. 
The public would be much more inclined to see the beauties of 
this matchless park and the congestion of return traffic could 
be avoided by making this loop connection. 
(3) I am concerned about the management criteria set forth 
by the National Park Service. The Siate of Utah has not ceded any 
of its rights concerning the management of resident fish and wild-
I ife. Inasmuch as these animals are a state resource, the respon-
sibi lity for control of the resident species is, by state statute, 
regulated by the Board of Big Game Control and/or the Board of 
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STATE OF UTAH 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
SALT LAKE CITY 
GALYIN L . luMPTON 
GOVERNOR 
Mr. Harthon l. Bi II, Acting Director 
Southwest Regional Office 
National Parks Service 
Old Santa Fe Trai I 
p. O. Box 728 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 
Dear Mr. B i I I : 
January 17, 1968 
Since I communicated witk you on the 
designation of the wi Iderness proposals for Cedar Breaks 
National Monument, Bryce Canyon National Park, Capitol 
Reef National Monument and Arches National Monument, Utah, 
I have been contacted by officials of the southern part 
of the state who are concerned over the Cedar Breaks 
National Monument and the Bryce Canyon National Park. 
The attached resolution by the Five County 
Organization expresses the concern over the proposed 
wi Iderness designation at Bryce. In addition, a letter 
from Mr. Ivan Matheson, Iron County Commissioner, requests 
that no action be taken with respect to designation of 
Cedar Breaks as wi Iderness. 
Inasmuch as this information was not avai lable 
to me prior to my earlier st~tement and has not been entered 
into the hearing record, I am requesting that this be made 
part of the official record and that in your decision you 
give consideration to the views of the people as expressed 
in these communications. 
C lR: t 
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Fish and Game. The big game herds of the State of Utah wi II 
continue to inhabit the wi Iderness area when it is designated 
and it would not be conducive to good management if the policie 
of the Board of Big Game Control were not effective in that ares 
Any order creating the wi Iderness area therefore, should specif~· I 
recogr.ize the continued jurisdiction of the Board of Big Game Coe: Iy 
and the Board of Fish and Game, of the State of Utah. n rol , 
In addition, J am attaching for the record, a copy of a 
memorandum prepared by the State of Utah Division of Oi I and Gas 
Conservation commenting on the oi I and gas possibi lities in the 
areas of consideration. 
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RESOLUTION 
BE IT RESOLVED that the Five County Organization 
protest the inclusion of Bryce Canyon National Park into 
the Wilderness Proposal of the National Park Service for 
the following reasons: 
1. That the future economic development of Southern 
Utah will be jeopardized by restrictions accompanying said 
proposal. 
2. That Bryce Canyon National Park, as it is now 
established, does not meet criteria for a ~ wilderness 
area. 
3. That future culinary water development in Campbell 
Canyon for Tropic Town will be impossible under wilderness 
proposals. 
4. That future road development connecting Bryce 
Canyon National Park with Paria State Park, Grosvenor's 
Arch, Cottonwood Canyon, Lake Powell, Glen Canyon, the East-
West highway, and with Kanab will be restricted. 
5. That the future impact of an increased population 
cannot be handled, if the growth of the eastern slope of 
Bryce Canyon is stopped. 
6. That the tourist season could be increased by at 
least two months if roads and campgrounds were added to the 
eastern slope which is 2,000 feet lower elevation. 
7. That more people would be able to see Bryce 
Canyon from the canyon floor if future development could 
include facilities at the eastern boundary of the national 
park. 
8. That the dead end road could be eliminated and 
increased tourist visitations could be handled with a 
connecting road to the east slope with a future road leading 
from the south end of the vark. 
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9. That more people who cannot hike the present 
trails in Bryce Canyon could see the scenery from the 
bottom of the canyon if a paved road were constructed from 
Tropic to Cook Ranch in the main canyon outside the park. 
10. That future development of Bryce Canyon 
National Park could be accomplished and still preserve the 
natural beauty of the park. 
11. That. if properly administered, the present 
restrictions plac¢d on National Parks is sufficient to 
protect and preserve the natural beauties of the park. 
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Mr. Jay R. Bingham 
Department Natural Resources 
Capital Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Dear Jay: 
Cedar City, Utah 
January 5, 1968 
After conversing ~th Mr. F1andro of your office, the 
Five County Organization asked me as past chairman to 
solicit your help regarding the proposed Wilderness areas 
in both the Bryce Canyon National Park and the Cedar Breaks 
National Monument. Mr. F1andro has a copy of our resolution 
on the Bryce Canyon proposal. Herewith I will attempt to set 
forth some of our objections to both proposals, realizing 
that the time is late to ask your help. 
As you are aware and from pre'lious conversations I have 
had with you, there is some water in the Seiver River which 
could be diverted into Iron County. We have talked with the 
Bureau of Reclamation at Provo and they feel that at the time 
of construction of the Ute Indain Unit of the Central Utah 
Project there may be enough supplementation of water for the 
down stream Seiver River needs to then allow the diversion 
of some of the Sevier waters at the head and subsequent 
storage of other waters upstream for Iron and Garfield uses. 
It is also a matter of record that the upper Seiver Waters 
were previously diverted into Iron County, but were with-
drawn again by a court decree. If this Seiver diversion 
was to become a reality the diversion works would have 
to travel from the east boundary of Cedar Breaks to the rim 
of the chasim, thence west through rattlesnake Creek to the 
now proposed Ashdown Gourged Dam site immediately outside 
the Monument boundary on the west. 
There have been considerable amounts of money already 
spent by SCS, water users of tbe area, Cedar City Corp, and 
other interested parties in working toward the now approved 
Coal Creek Watershed Application. This project proposes 
flood control to stop the annual problem of costly floods, 
and to put this water to beneficial use by storage reservoirs 
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and control devices. The Wilderness proposal would inhibit 
if not completely forbid much of this work. We feel also 
that future recreation needs for the increasing tourist 
demand in the area will require further development of 
facilities within the restricted areas of both Bryce and 
Cedar Breaks. National Park status, we feel, gives adequate 
protection for the scenic and other beauty spots in both 
parks. 
The Bryce Canyon proposal for wilderness defeats the 
hope of local area desires to see lower Bryce Canyon, which 
is some of the most scenic part in Tropic area from being 
developed, road wise and camp facility wise. This area would 
be about two to three months longer tourist season than the 
upper rim of the canyon. Further, there is a need for road 
connections from the now dead end road at the far south in 
Bryce Canyon area to tie in with the beautiful Lake Powell 
recreation area. We feel at this time the wilderness 
proposal is premature and serious considerations should be 
given to future needs and access before closing this area 
up permanently. 
The water now available in the bottom of Bryce Canyon 
stands as a lone source of water for the town of Tropic and 
surrounding area for municipal needs which we feel must be 
considered. 
The matter of ~he hearings of the Public Service 
Commission on the proposal of Raft River R.E.A. to serve 
industrial needs on Great Salt Lake with Federally sub-
sidized power below other private companies ability to 
furnish same is 'of great concern to us in view of the fact 
that, ,this may set a precident that would attrack industry 
to the lower rate area and may affect upper Colorado River 
Storage projects ability to pay back their loans on future 
and present projects. 
We realized the time is late to solicit your help but 
will appreciate any action you will take. 
Respectfully yours, 
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c 
omECTt)R 
"ENR" C. IlELLAr-m 
lJtah State Departtnent of ~Iigh\\;ays 
State Office Buildinr 
Salt Lake CiLy, Utah 5·! I i4 
Deccmbe r J , J 167 
Mr. Warren L. Ha m.ilton , Sllp~r~nt-:n(lt' n~ 
Cedar Brnaks Na.tional Monument 
Springdale, Utah 
Dear Superintendf"nt Hamil tOI-l' 
"' ·I .\T:·: !IIGH'".\''' E~GT ' J-:EI~ 
HTJAIl\F: .J. ~: AY 
The staff of the Utah Stat(~ D"'partmen.t 01 Highways ;.1<15 
carefully reviewed the National Park S(' rvice propo~a.l for tne 
establishment of a wilderness area wiU,ir. ... he; border's of Cedar 
Breaks National Monument. It appears thC1t .. ~€ e~tai.>1ishmelH of 
the area as proposed by the Park S~rvice 'WouLd 1n nn w~y hnped(' 
the further dcvt!loprnent of a s tatf"wide transportation system 
within Utah. Further, it is noted that the proposed wilderness 
area is now reasonably accc s .:;ible irom nearby roads. 
From the standpoint of an overall transportation systc.;nl 
the State Road Commission of Utah and the ULah State Deparbnent 
of Highways offer no objection to the. establishlnent of a wilderness 
area within the border s of Cedar Breaks National Monument as 
proposed by the National Park Service. 
Sincerely your s, 
.... ) . 
" J /, 
• - .1 • .,:. .... ~.., .I" '- < • •. ..,.,.... 1".. . e:" .~ 'P~ 
... , / ! 
Hpnry e. Helland ' 
Director of Highways 
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IE IT RESOLVED that the Iron County Commission protests 
the inclusion of 75' of Cedar Breaks National Monument Utah within 
the Wilderness Proposal of the National Parks Service for the follow 
ing reasona: 
1. That the future economic development of Iron Ccunty, 
or indeed Southern Utah, will be jeopardized by the restrictions 
accompanying said proposal. 
2. The area, as is, is largely unaccessable at present 
except by horse back and foot travel and the natural surroundings 
would be adequately preserved under prese~t National Park regula-
tion~. In view of the Federal Gove4nment's program for expansion of 
outdoor recreation facilities, the area would be better served by 
extensive development rather than to curtail development. 
3. The area has known value for various mineral deposits 
including coal and other hydrocarbons., wtlich will eventually be of 
great economic importance to the area. 
4. For many years it ha!Ci bP.en known th.llt the waters of 
the Sevier River Drainage could be brought into Iron County by trans-
mountain diversion, and this plan could become a reality in the 
near future with the coming of the Central Utah Project. Provided, 
however, this vital source of water could not be diverted to Iron 
County if the Wilderness Proposal for the area were enacted as the 
course of the Diversion works would be in the area of the porposal. 
5. For many years the water users, including, but not 
limited to, irrigation companies, Cedar City Corporation, Utah Fish 
and Game, the State of Utah, and Iron County, in cooperation with 
the Federal Government have surveyed the area contained within the 
Wilderness Proposal, as well as the area lying generally west thereof, 
with a view to the contract of a large water storage facility known 
as the Ashdown Gorge Project. The area within the Wilderness Propo.al 
is vital to this project and many thousands of dollars have been spent 
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to date b7 vay of investigation of tbe ..... The Wilderne.. Propo •• l 
would virtually el:lainate tbe project and a project of great .need 
aDd value to Iron County, not only for vater .torage and con .. na-
tion but &1.0 to .erve a. a protection against floods that annually 
plague the valley area •• 
It is reapectfully subaitted that the present controls by 
the National Park Service are adequate and that tbe WilckrMSS Proposal 
of the Cedar Breaks Monu.ent would unduly and unneces.arily restrict 
the .eeded future growth and expansion of the area. 
IRON COUNTY COMMISSION 
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BE IT RESOLVED that the Iron Cottnty r).c.;.nn{n~ find Zoni~ 
Commission protests the i.nclusion ()f Cedar Brea1(s National Mom'm~nt 
Utah within the ~"ildernesq Propns('ll nf thE-. Ll;.J tionl~l Parks Service 
for the following re88ons: 
1. That the future e~onomic developme.nt of Iron County, 
or indeed Southern Utah, will be jeopardi7.cn by t~· L'C?st:ric.tio:lc; 
Bccotnpanyi.ng snirl pro posClI. 
2. f'h~ area. as is. is lar~r:'ly "n ·'~ct'~~H~bl~. at T)r~spnt 
except by horse back and foot travel anrl the natural surr0undingR 
",ould be ade.quat~ly p rE'. s~rved lltH1.~r I"\r(~ .~~~Tlt ·, ·egll'ation~. 
J. Under the Wilrlerne .c;R ProflC'S.:lJ., .qevcral 1 ivestN~~ 
holdings would prob:}bl~ be p.limi.nc!ltp(t liS this area loS f<lrf?Sently 
JJseu f()r sumlller gr~z.i.tlc3 ~nd t-h~ l 1vE'st0ck in'll~str:' ;.R '3ti.ll ,)f C·"f!flt 
economic value tn the Rr~a. 
4. The ,qre~ ha~ l<l")OT.m ynJ.I .....  !: .)r 'mri.0IJc.> minern'. rleno~i.tq 
including coal nnd other hydroc.,rbor.s, wh .i. ~:l ,,-'ii.i. ~vcn r: 1.1 :::1 ' . ~7 !)P. of 
great economic imrortance to the area. 
5. For many years it h~s hccn kr,nwrt tt\~l the wat':!T'~ ot 
the ~evie. r aiver Orainage could he brought l.nto Iron county by traTi~­
mountai.n diversion t and \his pJ.?n (,ould h~c(~ ITlf> cl rea] ity in thl;.~ 
near future with the cominp; of thp. Central. !lta!\ Project. }Jr')vid,~rl, 
however, this vital source of water cou1.ti ,lot be diverted t" Iron 
Gounty if the Wilderness Proposal. for the <iren were enacted ElB th(' 
course of the diversion works would be in tl~ area of the proposal. 
6. For many years the water users, including, but not 
lunited to, irrigation companies, CedAr City Corporation, Utah Fi~h 
and Game, the State of Utah, and Iron County, in cooperation with 
the Federal Government have surveyed the area contained within the 
Wilderness Proposal, as well as the area lying generally west thereof, 
with a view to the contract of a large water Rtorage facility known 
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as the Ashdown Gorge Project. The area within the Wilderness Proposal 
is vital to this project and many thousands of dollars have been 
spent to date by way of investigati.on of the same. The Wilderness 
Proposal would virtually eliminate the proj~ct and a project of 
great need and value to Iron County, not only for. water stnrage and 
conservation but a180 to serve as A protection a~~inst floods that 
annually plague the valley areas. 
It is resTlectfully submitted that the present controls are 
adequate and that the Wilderness Proposal of the Cedar Br~aks Monu-
ment would unduly and llnnecessarily restrict th~ n~p,d~t1 future 
growth and expansion of the area. 
IKON COUNTY PLAN~ING If.. 'tONING 
GOMMISSION 
o 
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APPENDIX E 
MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 
CEDAR BREAKS NATIONAL MONUMENT 
A. Resource Protection and Management 
Management objectives: 
1. Provide management decisions concerning protection, preservation 
and interpretation of natural resources based on adequate resource 
data. 
2. Protect Monument lands from trespass livestock grazing. 
3. Provide for removal of exotic species. 
B. Visitor Use 
Management objectives: 
1. Provide interpretive services diverse enough to allow all people 
to enjoy the Monument's resources. 
2. Provide increased assistance to area schools in the development 
of environmental education programs. 
3. Provide adequate interpretive facilities at the Point Supreme 
visitor center. 
4. Encourage year-around use without damaging the Monument's 
resources. 
5. Provide adequate visitor safety and protection. 
6. Future development to provide day-use facilities only 
(campground excepted). 
Proposed December 1975 
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Revised Wilderness Proposal 
Cedar Breaks National Monument 
APPENDIX f 
United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 
JAN 1 2 1976 
Dear Mr. President: 
Pursuant to section 3 of the Wilderness Act of September 3, 1964 
(78 Stat. 890), the Secretary of the Interior has conducted 
reviews of roadless areas within 56 units of the National Park 
System and recommendations concerning these areas have been made 
to the Congress. 
This Department has recently re-examined the wilderness potential 
of lands originally excluded from the following recommendations 
which were sent to the Congress on the dates indic~ted: North 
Cascades Complex, Washington, April 28, 1971; Cedar Breaks 
National Monument, Utah, April 28, 1971; . Colorado National Monu-
ment, Colorado, February 8, 1972; Bryce Canyon National Park, 
Utah, February 8, 1972; Theodore Roosevelt National Memorial 
Park, North Dakota, September 21, 1972; Cumberland Gap National 
Historical Park, Kentucky-Virginia-Tennessee, September 28, 
19.72; and Yellowstone National Park, Idaho-Mont ana-Wyoming , 
September 28, 1972. We are pleased to. recommend that enlarge-
ments be made to these proposals as follows: North Cascades 
enlarged by 12,278 acres; Cedar Breaks enlarged by 460 acres; 
Colorado enlarged by 2,600 acres; Bryc'e Canyon enlarged by 
5,217 acres; Theodore Roosevelt enlarged by 760 acres; Cumber- ' 
land Gap enlarged by 3,425 acres; and Yellowstone enlarged by 
6,040 acres. 
We recommend that the enclosed draft legislation to effect such 
wilderness designation be referred to the appropriate Committee, 
and that it be enacted. 
Of the increase in the North Cascades Complex proposal, which 
if revised would comprise 528,158 acres or about 78 percent of 
the complex, 10,770 acres consist of lands originally intended 
to be reserved as a management zone immediately within the bcundary 
which is no longer needed, various enclaves for non-wilderness 
uses and a private holding recently acquired by the Federal 
Government. We have abandoned the enclave theory as an artifical 
method of dealing ,.,rith minor . departures from wilderness uses; 
we now recommend that such items as patrol cabins and hydro-
meteorologic devices not be carved out of a wilderness proposal 
so long as they are the minimum tool necessary for man'agement 
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of the wilderness area. We also recommend that simple shelters 
not be carved out if they are to be retained to facilitate 
management of the wilderness area. The balance of 1,508 acres, 
now privately owned, is recommended as potential wilderness, to 
be designated as wilderness after acquisition by the Federal 
Government. This revised recommendation is .depicted on the 
enclosed map entitled "Wilderness Plan, North Cascades, Washington," 
numbered l68/20,009A and dated March 1975. 
The addition to the Cedar Breaks proposal would increase its 
size to 4,830 acres or about 78 percent of the national monument. 
The addition, of 460 acres, consists of lands originally intended 
to be reserved as a management zone along the monument's boundary 
but no longer needed for this purpose. The revised recommendation 
is shown on the enclosed map entitled "Wilderness Plan, Cedar 
Breaks N .M., Utah," numbered 154/20,000 and dated Ma..Y 1973. 
The addition to the Colorado proposal would increase its size 
to 10,300 acres or about 55 percent of the national monument. 
The addition, of 2,600- acres, consists 'of lands originally intended 
to be reserved as a management zone which is no longer needed, 
and for the development of an unpaved interpretive road but this 
proposal has been abandoned in favor of trail access which is 
compatible with wilderness designation. The revised recommenda-
tion: is shown on the enclqsed map entitled H\-lilderness Plan, 
Colorado N .M .• , Colorado," numbered l19/20,oo6B and dated March 1974. 
The revised Bryce Canyon proposal would comprise 21,520 acres or 
about 59 percent of the park. The addition, of 5,217 acres, 
consists of lands originally intended to be reserved as a manage-
ment zone along the park boundary which is no longer needed, and 
for a view point access road in the northern portion of the park 
but this proposal has been abandoned in favor of trail access 
which is compatible with wilderness designation. . The revised 
recommendation is shown on the enclosed map entitled "Wilder-
ness Plan, Bryce Canyon N.P., Utah," numbered l29/20,004B and 
dated March 1975. 
The addition to the Theodore Roosevelt proposa.l vould increase 
its size to 29,095 acres or about 41 percent of the park. The 
addition, of 760 acres, consists of a privately o'W'"Iled mineral 
right recently .acquired by the Federal Government and adjacent 
Federal lands which had been reserved for access to the mineral 
right area but are no longer needed for this purpose. The 
revised recommendation is shown on the enclosed map entitled 
"Wilderness Plan, Theodore Roosevelt N .1·1. F., Ncrth Dakota, numbere\.: 
387/20,007D and dated April 1975. 
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The revised Cumberland Gap proposal would comprise 13,610 acres 
or about . 67 percent of the park. The addition, of 3,435 acres, 
consists of lands originally reserved as a possible location for 
a combined roadway segment of two national parkways which were 
~he subject of study during the 1960's by the National Park 
Service; the Allegheny National Parkway exte~ding between Harpers 
Ferry, West Virginia, and Cumberland Gap, and the Cumberland 
Parkway extending from the Great Smoky Mountains National Park, 
North Carolina-Tennessee, to Mammoth Cave National Park, Kentucky, 
which would be combined with the Allegheny Parkway through the 
Cumberland Gap National Historical Park. The Department finds 
that these studies are now outdated and that the routing studied 
previously through Cumberland Gap National Historical Park is 
no longer valid. The revised recommendation is shown on the 
enclosed map entitled "Wilderness Plan, Cumberland Gap N.H.P., 
Tennessee-Virginia-Kentucky," -numbered 380/20,026B apd dated 
May 1975. 
The addition to the Yellowstone proposal would increase its size 
to 2,022,221 acres or about 91 percent of the park. The addition, 
of 6,040 acres, consists of lands in which the mineral rights 
were formerly owned by the Norther~ Pacific Railroad but were 
recently donated to the Federal Government. The revised recom-
mendation is shown. on the enclosed map entitled "Wilderness Plan, 
Yellowstone N.P., Idaho-Wyoming-Mo'ntarta," numbered 101/20,005 
and dated June 1973. 
On the basis of our re-examinations, we have concluded that the 
additional portions of the seven National Park System units 
described above are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilder-
ness Preservation System. We urge the Congress to give early 
and favorable consideration to all of these proposals. 
The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is 
no objection to the presentation of these draft bills from the 
standpoint of the Administration's program. 
Sincerely yourC) 
~_ -~ __  -----.. '-- ---- --r-- _-,. A(;~ ..... • ~ '" .'!! -.::.:~~ _. _ :~ __ ~ , 
Honorable Nelson A. Rockefeller 
President of the Senate 
Washington, D. C. 20510 
Secretary cf the Interior 
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As the dation's principal conservation agency, the 
Department of the Interior Has basic responsibilities to 
protect and conserve our land and water, energy and 
minerals, fish and wildlife, parks and recreation areas, and 
to ensure tHe wise use of all these resources. The 
Department also has major responsibility for American Indian 
reservation conununities and for people Hho live in island 
territories under U.S. administration. 
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